
NOTICE:  People with disabilities needing accommodations for effective participation in this meeting should contact 
the City Clerk at (248) 524-3316 or via e-mail at clerk@ci.troy.mi.us at least two working days in advance of the 
meeting. An attempt will be made to make reasonable accommodations. 
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CALL TO ORDER 

Invocation & Pledge Of Allegiance – Pastor Randall Engle – North Hills Christian Reformed 
Church 

ROLL CALL 

Mayor Matt Pryor 
Robin Beltramini 
Cristina Broomfield 
David Eisenbacher 
Martin F. Howrylak 
David A. Lambert 
Anthony N. Pallotta 
 

A-1 Presentations:   
 
PUBLIC HEARINGS 

C-1  Street Vacation Application (SV-174) – Somerton Street 
 
Management requests a 5-minute presentation regarding this item. 
 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-08- 
Moved by 
Seconded by 
 
WHEREAS, A request has been received for the vacation of a portion of the 60-foot-wide 
platted public street, extending south approximately 295.0 feet south from Sylvanwood Street, 
and part of abutting Lots 58 and 59 of Sylvanwood Gardens Subdivision Number 1, Section 10 
(Liber 25, page 13 of Oakland County Plats) and 
 
WHEREAS, The properties which shall benefit from this requested vacation include Lot 58 of 
Sylvanwood Gardens Subdivision Number 1, Section 10 (City of Troy Tax Parcel 20-10-402-
006 and Lot 59 of Sylvanwood Gardens Subdivision Number 1, Section 10 (City of Troy Tax 
Parcel 20-10-427-001); and 
 
WHEREAS, City Management and the Planning Commission have recommended that this 
street vacation be granted subject to the following conditions:  
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1. Retention of easements within the right-of-way to be vacated to the extent determined to 
be necessary by the City Engineer, based in part on input or responses from applicable 
utility companies. 

2. A common drive agreement between the City of Troy and the owners of Lot 58 and Lot 
59 shall be executed prior to vacation of the right-of-way. 

3.  No improvements are to be completed within the right-of-way until all future water main 
improvements within the Somerton Street right-of-way are complete. 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That the City Council concurs with the recommendations 
of City Management and the Planning Commission; and, 
 
BE, IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That final action on this street vacation request shall be taken 
by the City Council, after the following actions: 
 

1. Determination by the City Engineer of the nature and extent of easements to be retained 
over the subject street right-of-way, based in part on input or responses from the 
applicable utility companies. 

2. A common drive agreement between the City of Troy and the owners of Lot 58 and Lot 
59 shall be executed. 

3. Completion of the watermain improvements within the Somerton Street right-of-way. 
 
Yes: 
No: 

C-2  Street Vacation Application (S.V. #14) –  Section Of Alley Located East of Livernois 
Road and South of Arthur Street – Section 27 

 
Management requests a 5-minute presentation regarding this item. 
 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-08- 
Moved by 
Seconded by 
 
WHEREAS, A request has been received for the vacation of a portion of the 18-foot-wide 
platted public alley, extending south 130.0 feet from Arthur Street, and part of abutting Lots 41 
through 46 and 363 of Addison Heights Subdivision, Section 27 (Liber 33, page 28 of Oakland 
County Plats); and  
 
WHEREAS, The properties which shall benefit from this requested vacation include Lots 41 
through 46 of Addison Heights Subdivision, Section 27 (City of Troy Tax Parcel 20-27-307-036 
and Lot 363 of Addison Heights Subdivision, Section 27 (City of Troy Tax Parcel 20-27-307-
033); and 
 
WHEREAS, City Management and the Planning Commission have recommended that this alley 
vacation be granted, subject to the following condition: 
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1. Retention of easements within the rights-of-way to be vacated to the extent determined 
to be necessary by the City Engineer, based in part on input or responses from 
applicable utility companies. 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That the City Council concurs with the 
recommendations of City Management and the Planning Commission; and, 
 
BE, IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That final action on this street vacation request shall be taken 
by the City Council, after the following action: 
 
1.  Determination by the City Engineer of the nature and extent of easements to be retained 

over the subject street right-of-way, based in part on input or responses from the 
applicable utility companies. 

 
Yes: 
No: 

C-3  Proposed Zoning Ordinance Text Amendment – Article XXXV Planned Unit 
Development (PUD – 35.30.00) 

 
Management requests a 5-minute presentation regarding this item. 
 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-08- 
Moved by 
Seconded by 
 
RESOLVED, That the proposed Zoning Ordinance Text Amendment for Article XXXV Section 
35.30.00 is amended, as recommended by City Management, to read as follows: 
 
35.30.00 ELIBIGILITY: 

In order to qualify for the Planned Unit Development Option, it must be 
demonstrated that the following condition will be met: 

   
A. The proposed development site shall be under a single ownership or control, and be 

capable of being planned and developed as one integral unit. 
Yes: 
No: 
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POSTPONED ITEMS 

D-1 Final Site Plan Approval – Proposed Shady Creek North Site Condominium – North 
of Long Lake Road – West of Rochester Road – Section 10, R-1C – Regular 
Business Item from July 22, 2002 

 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-08- 
Moved by 
Seconded by 
 
RESOLVED, That the final site plan be APPROVED, as submitted under Section 34.30.00 of 
the Zoning Ordinance (Unplatted One-Family Residential Development) for the development of 
the one-family residential site condominium known as Shady Creek North Site Condominium, 
with ten (10) units, located north of Long Lake Road and west of Rochester Road – Section 10, 
within the R-1C Zoning District and being 4.010 acres in size. 
 
Yes: 
No: 

D-2 Standard Purchasing Resolution 2: Low Acceptable Bidder – Two (2) 64,000 GVW 
Tandem-Axle Dump Trucks – 2003 Models 

 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-08- 
Moved by Pallotta  
Seconded by Beltramini  
 
RESOLVED, That a contract to purchase two (2) 64,000 GVW Dump Trucks, 2003 Models, 
with 10-12 yard dump box, underbody scraper, front mounted snowplow, wetting system, and 
tailgate salt spreader with hydraulic system is hereby awarded to the lowest acceptable bidder, 
Motor City Truck with Monroe Truck Equipment, at unit prices contained in the bid tabulation 
opened June 7, 2002, a copy of which shall be attached to the original Minutes of this meeting 
at an estimated total cost of $243,092.00. 
 
Yes: 
No: 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT:  
 
A. Items on the Current Agenda 
 
Any person not a member of the Council may address the Council with recognition of 
the Chair, after clearly stating the nature of his/her inquiry.  No person not a member of 
the Council shall be allowed to speak more than twice or longer than five (5) minutes on 
any question, unless so permitted by the Chair. The Council may waive the requirements 
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of this section by a majority of the Council Members. Consistent with Order of Business 
#11, the City Council will move forward the specific Business Items which audience 
members would like to address. The Mayor shall announce the items which are to be 
moved forward and will ask the audience if there are any additional items which they 
would like to address.  All Business Items that members of the audience would like to 
address will be brought forth and acted upon at this time. Items will be taken individually 
and members of the audience will address council prior to council discussion of the 
individual item. 

B.  Items Not on the Current Agenda 
 
After Council is finished acting on all Business Items that have been brought forward, 
the public is welcome to address the Mayor and Council on items that are specifically 
not on the agenda. (Article 15) 
 
CONSENT AGENDA 

The Consent Agenda includes items of a routine nature and will be approved with one 
motion.  That motion will approve the recommended action for each item on the Consent 
Agenda.  Any Council Member may remove an item from the Consent Agenda and have 
it considered as a separate item.  Any item so removed from the Consent Agenda shall 
be considered after other items on the consent business portion of the agenda have 
been heard. (Rules of Procedure for the City Council, Article 13, as amended May 6, 
2002.) 

E-1 Approval of Consent Agenda 
 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-08- 
Moved by 
Seconded by 
 
RESOLVED, That all items as presented on the Consent Agenda are hereby APPROVED as 
presented with the exception of Item(s) _____________, which shall be considered after 
Consent Agenda (E) items, as printed. 
 
Yes: 
No: 

E-2  Minutes: Regular Meeting of August 5, 2002 and Special Meeting of August 9, 2002 
 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-08- 
 
RESOLVED, That the Minutes of the 7:30 PM Regular Meeting of August 5, 2002 and the 
Minutes of the 5:30 PM Special Meeting of August 9, 2002, be APPROVED as submitted. 
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E-3 Proposed City of Troy Proclamations: No Proclamations Submitted 
 

E-4 Request for Acceptance of Warranty Deed and Easements - Cedar Ridge Estates 
Condominiums – Pratt Building Company – Project No. 00.938.3 – Sidwell #88-20-
24-377-014 thru -022 

 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-08- 
 
RESOLVED, That the warranty deeds for Pratt Drive, Big Beaver right-of-way and the Cedar 
Ridge detention basin parcel and the permanent easements for storm sewer, sanitary sewer 
and public utilities from Pratt Building Company, being part of property having Sidwell #88-20-
24-377-014 thru –022, are hereby accepted. 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the City Clerk is hereby directed to record said documents 
with the Oakland County Register of Deeds, a copy of which shall be attached to the original 
Minutes of this meeting. 

E-5 Request for Acceptance of Permanent Easement for Storm/Sewer Drain from Jack 
C. and Joyce Zimmerman – 530 Kenyon St. – Sidwell #88-20-35-305-015 

 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-08- 
 
RESOLVED, That the permanent easement from Jack C. and Joyce Zimmerman, owners of 
property at 530 Kenyon St., having Sidwell #88-20-35-305-015 is hereby accepted for the 
operation, maintenance, and repair of storm drain/sewer; and 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the City Clerk is hereby directed to record said document 
with the Oakland County Register of Deeds, a copy of which shall be attached to the original 
Minutes of this meeting. 

E-6 Standard Purchasing Resolution 1: Award to Low Bidder – Section 22 SW ¼, 
Bituminous Overlay – Contract No. 02.5 

 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-08- 
 
RESOLVED, That Contract No. 02-5 –Section 22 SW ¼ - Bituminous Overlays, on Louis, Troy, 
Frankton, Helena, Talbot, Kilmer, Ellenboro and Hartland streets be awarded to Metropolitan 
Asphalt Paving, Inc. at an estimated total costs of $169,665.00; and 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the award is contingent upon the contractor’s submission 
of proper contract and bid documents, including bonds, insurance certificates and all specified 
requirements, and if additional work is required that could not be foreseen, such additional work 
is authorized in an amount to exceed 10% of the total project cost. 
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E-7 Approval to Participate in the St. Clair County Auction on September 7, 2002 and 
Disposal of Motor Pool Equipment 

 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-08- 
 
RESOLVED, That authorization is hereby granted to participate in the St. Clair County auction 
to sell out-of-service equipment using the City of Troy’s awarded auctioneer, Mid-Thumb 
Auctioneers SVC LLC (Resolution #2001-03-160-E-9). 

E-8 Proposed 2003 City Council Meetings 
 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-08- 
 
RESOLVED, That the City Council shall hold Regular meetings on the first and third Mondays 
of each month at 7:30 p.m. with the exception of May, and in observance of a holiday, or City 
general election day, and then the Council shall meet on the second and fourth Mondays; and 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Study meetings may be scheduled on the fourth 
Monday of each month or as needed. 

E-9 Preliminary Engineering Services for Stephenson – 14 Mile to I-75 – Project No. 
02.20.15 

 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-08- 
 
RESOLVED, That the selection of Spalding DeDecker Associates, Inc. in accordance with the 
Michigan Department of Transportation Consultant Selection process, as outlined in the 
memorandum dated August 5, 2002, for preliminary engineering for Stephenson Highway – 14 
Mile to I-75 – Project No. 02.201.5, is hereby APPROVED at an estimated cost to the City of 
Troy not to exceed $228,399.91, and the Mayor and City Clerk are authorized to execute the 
documents, a copy of which shall be attached to the original Minutes of this meeting. 

E-10 Private Agreement for Huntington Estates Site Condominiums – Project No. 
02.902.3 

 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-08- 
 
RESOLVED, That the Contract for the Installation of Municipal Improvements (Private 
Agreement) between the City of Troy and Fernleigh Development, L.L.C. is hereby APPROVED 
for the installation of sanitary sewer, storm sewer, detention, water main, sidewalks, landscaping, 
soil erosion and paving on the site and in the adjacent right-of-way, and the Mayor and City Clerk 
are authorized to execute the documents, a copy of which shall be attached to the original 
Minutes of this meeting. 
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E-11 Final Action on the Troy (Mastin) Street Vacation – Section 27 – Caverly Heights 
and Greenough Heights Subdivisions 

 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-08- 
 
WHEREAS, Requests have been received for the vacation of a 50-foot wide platted but 
unopened street right-of-way area as follows: 
 
1. Troy (Mastin) Street, between Hickory and Starr; abutting Lots 63 and 64 of Caverly 

Heights Subdivision (Liber 27, Page 12 of Oakland County Plats), and Lots 87 and 88 of 
Greenough Heights Subdivision (Liber 27, Page 14 of Oakland County Plats); and 

 
WHEREAS, The properties which shall benefit from this vacation are as follows: 
 
SUBDIVISION   LOT   PARCEL NUMBER 
 
Caverly Heights   63   20-27-155-021 
Caverly Heights   64  20-27-154-013 
Greenough Heights   87  20-27-154-023 
Greenough Heights   88   20-27-155-014 
 
WHEREAS, In conjunction with this requested vacation action, it is necessary to retain 
adequate right-of-way for future improvement and maintenance of intersecting streets, and 
easements for public utilities and storm drainage/sewer; 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That the request for the vacation of the 50 foot wide 
platted but unopened Troy (Mastin) Street right-of-way between Starr and Hickory is APPROVED 
with the exception of the south 5 feet of said right-of-way, subject to the retention of an easement 
for public utilities and storm drainage over the total area being vacated. 
 
THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That City Council accepts the voluntary dedication, for 
$1.00, of the following listed permanent easements for recording: 
 
PARCEL NUMBER  OWNER EASEMENT 
 
1. 20-27-255-021  Davison 6 foot Public Utilities/Storm Drain/Sewer 
2. 20-27-154-013  Peterson 6 foot Public Utilities/Storm Drain/Sewer 
3. 20-27-154-023 Vince 6 foot Public Utilities/Storm Drain/Sewe 
  5 foot Sidewalk/ Public Utilities/Storm Drain/Sewer 
4. 20-27-155-014 Losey 6 foot Public Utilities/Storm Drain/Sewer 
  5 foot Sidewalk/ Public Utilities/Storm Drain/Sewer 
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E-12 Traffic Signal Maintenance Agreement – Wattles and Athens High School Drive 
 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-08- 
 
WHEREAS, The City Council of the City of Troy APPROVED the installation of a traffic signal 
at the intersection of Wattles Road and the new drive from Athens High School; and 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That the cost agreement with the Road Commission 
for Oakland County and the Troy School District for the installation and maintenance of the new 
traffic signal be APPROVED. 

E-13 Winter Maintenance Agreement – Road Commission for Oakland 
 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-08- 
 
RESOLVED, That the Winter Maintenance Agreement between the Road Commission for 
Oakland County and the City of Troy for snow and ice control of certain primary and local roads 
in accordance with the provisions of 1951 PA 51, amended as described and outlined in Exhibit 
A, is hereby APPROVED and the Mayor and City Clerk are authorized to execute the 
documents, a copy of which shall be attached to the original Minutes of this meeting. 

E-14 Standard Purchasing Resolution 1: Award to Low Bidder – Sole Bid Playground 
Equipment - Troy Community Center, Preschool Courtyard 

 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-08- 
 
RESOLVED, That a contract to furnish and install playground equipment at the Troy 
Community Center – Preschool Courtyard is hereby awarded to the sole bidder, Rolar 
Incorporated, at an estimated total cost of $37,800.00; and 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the award is contingent upon contractor submission of 
properly executed bid and contract documents, including bonds, insurance certificates and all 
other specified requirements; and if additional work is required that could not be foreseen, such 
additional work is authorized in an amount not to exceed 10% of the total project cost. 
 
REGULAR BUSINESS 

Persons interested in addressing the City Council on items, which appear on the printed 
Agenda, will be allowed to do so at the time the item is discussed upon recognition by 
the Chair (during the public comment portion of the agenda item’s discussion). Other 
than asking questions for the purposes of gaining insight or clarification, Council shall 
not interrupt members of the public during their comments. For those addressing City 
Council, petitioners shall be given a fifteen (15) minute presentation time that may be 
extended with the majority consent of Council and all other interested people, their time 
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may be limited to not more than twice nor longer than five (5) minutes on any question, 
unless so permitted by the Chair, in accordance with the Rules of Procedure of the City 
Council, Article 15, as amended May 6, 2002. Once discussion is brought back to the 
Council table, persons from the audience will be permitted to speak only by invitation by 
Council, through the Chair. 
 

F-1 Appointments to Boards and Committees: Mayoral Appointments: None and 
Council Appointments: (a) Advisory Committee for Persons w/Disabilities; (b) 
Advisory Committee for Senior Citizens; (c) Animal Control Appeal Board; (d) 
CATV Advisory Committee; (e) Historic District Commission; (f) Historical 
Commission; (g) Parks and Recreation Board; (h) Planning Commission; (i) Traffic 
Committee; and (j) Troy Daze 

 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-08- 
Moved by 
Seconded by 
 
RESOLVED, That the following persons are hereby appointed by the City Council to serve on 
the Boards and Committees as indicated: 
 
Mayoral Appointments with Council Approval: 
 
None 
 
Council Appointments: 
 
(a) Advisory Committee for Persons with Disabilities 
 
         Student Term Expires 07-01-2003 
 
         Student Term Expires 07-01-2003 
 
(b) Advisory Committee for Senior Citizens 
 
         Unexpired Term Expires 04-30-2003 
 
(c) Animal Control Appeal Board 
 
         Term Expires 09-30-2003 
 
(d) CATV Advisory Board 
 
         Student Term Expires 07-01-2003 
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(e) Historic District Commission 
 
         Term Expires 03-01-2005 
 
(f) Historical Commission 
 
         Student Term Expires 07-01-2003 
 
        Term Expires 07-31-2005 
 
(g) Parks and Recreation Board 
 
         School Rep Term Expires 07-31-2003  
 
(h) Planning Commission 
 
         Student Term Expires 07-01-2003 
 
(i) Traffic Committee 
  
         Student Term Expires 07-01-2003 
 
(j) Troy Daze 
 
         Student Term Expires 07-01-2003 
 
Yes: 
No: 

F-2 Closed Session – No Closed Session Requested 
 

F-3 Request to Waive Parking Restrictions 
 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-08- 
Moved by 
Seconded by 
 
RESOLVED,  That the City Council of the City of Troy does hereby waive the no parking 
restrictions on the east side of Northfield Parkway from the parking lot entrance to 
Congregation Shir Tikvah to the entrance to Boulan Park, on September 6, 2002, between the 
hours of 7:00 pm and 11:00 pm, September 7, 2002, between 9:00 am and 5:00 pm, and 
September 16, 2002, between 9:00 am and 9:00 pm. 
 
Yes: 
No: 
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F-4 Traffic Committee Recommendations 
 
1. Recommend Installing NO LEFT TURN signs from the Shell Gas Station 

(Southeast Corner) onto Rochester at Wattles (Item 7) 
 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-08- 
Moved by 
Seconded by 
 
RESOLVED, That Traffic Control Order No. 02- ______P be APPROVED for the installation of 
NO LEFT TURN signs be installed from the Shell gas station (southeast corner) onto 
Rochester at Wattles (Item 7). 
 
Yes: 
No: 
 
2. Recommend Installing a YIELD Sign on Flower Hill at Seasons (Item 8) 
 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-08- 
Moved by 
Seconded by 
 
RESOLVED, That Traffic Control Order No. 02- ______P be APPROVED for the installation of 
a YIELD sign be installed on Flower Hill at Seasons (Item 8). 
 
Yes: 
No: 

F-5 National League of Cities 2002 Congress of Cities and Exposition, December 3-7, 
2002 – Salt Palace Convention Center in Salt Lake City, Utah 

 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-08- 
Moved by 
Seconded by 
 
RESOLVED, That Mayor and Council are authorized to attend the National League of Cities 
2002 Congress of Cities and Exposition at the Salt Palace Convention Center in Salt Lake City, 
Utah – December 3-7, 2002. 
 
Yes: 
No: 
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F-6 Identifying and Scheduling Study Session Topics 
 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-08- 
Moved by 
Seconded by 
 
RESOLVED, A study session is scheduled for August 26, 2002 at 7:30 PM in the Council 
Board Room of Troy City Hall – 500 West Big Beaver, Troy, Michigan. 
 
Yes: 
No: 

F-7 Preliminary Plan Review – Crestwood Site Condominium – North of Wattles – East 
of Livernois – Part of the Crestfield Subdivision in the SW ¼ of Section 15 – R-1C – 
12.277 Acres 

 
Management requests a 5-minute presentation regarding this item. 
 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-08- 
Moved by 
Seconded by 
 

a. Resolution A – City Management Recommendation 
 
RESOLVED, That the Preliminary Site Plan, as submitted under Section 34.30.00 of the 
Zoning Ordinance (Unplatted One-Family Residential Development) for the development of a 
one-family residential site condominium known as Crestwood Site Condominium and as 
recommended for approval by City Management, with indirect interconnection, in the area north 
of Wattles Road and east of Livernois Road, including 20 home sites, within the R-1C Zoning 
District, being 12.277 acres is hereby APPROVED. 
 
OR 
 

b. Resolution B – Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
RESOLVED, That the Preliminary Site Plan, as submitted under Section 34.30.00 of the 
Zoning Ordinance (Unplatted One-Family Residential Development) for the development of a 
one-family residential site condominium known as Crestwood Site Condominium and as 
recommended for approval by the Planning Commission, with Wattles Road automobile access 
and pedestrian/bicycle interconnection to Tallman Drive, in the area north of Wattles Road and 
east of Livernois Road, including 22 home sites, within the R-1C Zoning District, being 12.277 
acres is hereby APPROVED. 
 
OR 
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c. Resolution B – Petitioner’s Proposal 
 
RESOLVED, That the Preliminary Site Plan, as submitted under Section 34.30.00 of the 
Zoning Ordinance (Unplatted One-Family Residential Development) for the development of a 
One-Family Residential Site Condominium known as Crestwood Site Condominium and as 
submitted by the Petitioner, with direct interconnection to Tallman Drive, in the area north of 
Wattles Road and east of Livernois Road, including 23 home sites, within the R-1C Zoning 
District, being 12.277 acres is hereby APPROVED. 
 
Yes: 
No: 

F-8 Section 1 Golf Course – Tree Removal 
 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-08- 
Moved by 
Seconded by 
 
RESOLVED, That removal of additional trees at the Section 1 Golf Course to accommodate 
clearing, access and cart paths as indicated on the site play is hereby APPROVED. 
 
Yes: 
No: 

F-9 Mead Property on South Boulevard 
 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-08- 
Moved by 
Seconded by 
 
RESOLVED, That the Agreement to Purchase between the Edna L. Mead Trust and the City of 
Troy, having Sidwell #88-20-01-126-012, for the acquisition of property at 2250 Harned, for the 
Section 1 Golf Course Development is hereby APPROVED; and 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That authorization is hereby granted to purchase the property in 
the Agreement referenced above in the amount of $425,000.00, plus closing costs. 
 
Yes: 
No: 
 
 
COUNCIL COMMENTS/REFERRALS 

REPORTS AND COMMUNICATIONS 
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G-1 Minutes – Boards and Committees: 
(a) Building Code Board of Appeals/Final – July 3, 2002 
(b) Library Advisory Board/Final – July 11, 2002 
(c) Board of Zoning Appeals/Draft – July 16, 2002 
(d) Troy Daze/Draft – July 23, 2002 
(e) Building Code Board of Appeals/Draft – August 7, 2002 
(f) Library Advisory Board/Draft – August 8, 2002 

G-2 Department Reports: 
(a) Permits Issued – July 2002 
(b) 2002 Year-to-Date Crime and Calls for Service Report 
 

G-3 Announcement of Public Hearings: 
(a) Preliminary Planned Unit Development Review – Woodside Bible Church (formerly Troy 

Baptist Church) Planned Unit Development (PUD), Located on the East Side of 
Rochester Road – North of Square Lake Road and South of South Boulevard – Section 2 
– Scheduled for September 9, 2002 

(b) Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Re-programming of Year 2001 and 2002 
Funds – Scheduled for September 9, 2002 

 
G-4 Proposed Proclamations/Resolutions from Other Organizations: 
(a) City of Oak Park – Resolution Requesting Michigan State Legislature to Override Local 

Revenue Sharing Veto By Governor Engler 
 
G-5  Letters of Appreciation: 
(a) Letter from Dan Johnson- DuPont Automotive – In Appreciation of the Fire Department’s 

Support and Extending a Special Thanks and Certificates of Appreciation to Chris 
Steigerwalk, Tonya Perry, Jim Hazan and Matt Harnold 

(b) Letter from Dan Johnson – DuPont Automotive – In Appreciation of the Police 
Department’s Support and Extending a Special Thanks and Certificate of Appreciation to 
Officer Dan Clark 

(c) Letter from Frances Taber Thanking Police Officer Jackie Snedden for Assistance 
During a Recent 911 Response on I-75 

(d) Letter from Patrick and Janice Towey to Mike Karloff – DPW Expressing Their 
Appreciation for the Repaving of Sections of Their Driveway by the Crew Led by Tom 
O’Brien 

(e) Troy Public Library Comment Card Received from Ada Valentine Griffith in Appreciation 
of the “Children’s Festival of the Arts” Presentations 

(f) Letter from Laurie Mitchener to the Library in Appreciation of the Wonderful Children 
Programs that the Library Offers 

(g) Letter from Kathleen Rice – Youth Services Librarian, Troy Public Library to John 
Szerlag Acknowledging the Wonderful Job that Cynthia Stewart and Katie Taylor 
Mowrey Have Done With the Publicity for This Year’s Children’s Festival of the Arts 

 
G-6  Calendar 
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G-7  Memorandum – Re: Request for Funding – Asian Pacific Program for Seniors of 
Oakland County 

 
 
G-8  Memorandum – Re: I-75 Corridor Oakland County Planning/Environmental Study 

Meeting on July 30, 2002 
 
 
G-9  Memorandum – Re: Rhode Island Estates Site Condominium 
 
 
G-10  Memorandum – Re: City-Owned Property 
 
 
G-11  Memorandum – Re: Standard Purchasing Resolution 8 – Best Value Contract 

Awards 
 
 
G-12  Memorandum – Re: Update on Section 1 Golf Course Tree Removal 
 
 
G-13  Letter from John Szerlag, City Manager to Jack Nixon, 1035 Milverton– Re: Petition 

to Stop Mowing Milverton Park Property – South of the Spencer Drain 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 

Public Comment is limited to people who have not addressed Council during the 1st 
Public Comment section. (Rules of Procedure for the City Council, Article 5 (16), as 
amended May 6, 2002.) 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
 
John Szerlag, City Manager 
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August 13, 2002 
 
 
TO:  The Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 
From:  John Szerlag, City Manager 
  Gary Shripka, Assistant City Manager/Services 
  Doug Smith, Real Estate and Development Director 
  Steve Vandette, City Engineer 

Mark F. Miller, Planning Director 
   
 
SUBJECT: STREET VACATION APPLICATION (SV-174) – A portion of 

Somerton Street, from Sylvanwood Street extending south between 
lots 58 and 59 of Sylvanwood Garden Subdivision Number 1, west 
of Rochester and south of Square Lake, Section 10. 

 
CITY MANAGEMENT AND PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 
 
The Planning Commission recommended approval of the street vacation 
request, with three conditions.  First, a full right-of-way width easement for 
utilities be retained for the entire length of the Somerton right of way.  Second, a 
common drive agreement between the owners of lots 58 and 59 be executed 
prior to vacation of the right of way.  Third, no improvements occur by the owners 
of lots 58 and 59 in the proposed vacated street, until after the water main is 
constructed.  City Management concurs with the Planning Commission and 
recommends approval of an authorizing resolution to vacate the street. 
 
GENERAL INFORMATION 
 
Name of applicant(s): 
James A. Stephens and Ramsey Mattia. 
 
Location of property owned by applicant(s): 
The applicants own the lots abutting Somerton Street on both sides.  Mr. 
Stephens owns lot 59 (624 Sylvanwood Street) to the east and Mr. Mattia owns 
lot 58 (604 Sylvanwood Street) to the west.  
 
Length and width of right-of-way. 
The section of Somerton Street that is proposed to be vacated is 60’ wide by 
approximately 295’ in length.  The right of way is generally unimproved, although 
the applicants share an entry drive within the right of way that leads to their 
individual driveways. 
 
Current use of adjacent parcels: 

City of Troy
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Somerton Street runs through a single-family residential neighborhood.  Both lots 
adjacent to the street are single-family residences. 
 
Zoning classification of adjacent parcels:  
The entire neighborhood is zoned R-1C One Family Residential. 
 
ANALYSIS 
 
Reason for street vacation (as stated on the Street/Alley Vacation Application): 
The application states the following: “The street has never been improved and 
will never be needed for future development as the platted road abutting on the 
south has been vacated”.  
 
Impact on existing traffic patterns within the area: 
A 412.5’ long section of the Somerton Street right of way between Trinway Road 
and the southern limits of the subject parcel has already been vacated.   The 
227.7’ long portion of Somerton to the north of Sylvanwood Street terminates at 
the Sylvan Glen Golf Course.    
 
Impact on access to existing lots or buildings (including emergency service 
vehicles):  
A portion of the right of way serves as an entry drive for the applicants’ individual 
driveways.  Vacating this portion of the right of way does not impact access for 
emergency service vehicles.  
 
Existing utilities located within the right-of-way: 
There is an existing 6” diameter water main within the right of way.  This pipe is 
undersized by today’s standards and is scheduled for replacement with an 8” 
main during the 2002-2003 budget year.   
 
Future need for easements within the right-of-way: 
It is recommended by the City Engineer that a full width easement for utilities be 
retained for the entire length of the Somerton right of way.  Since there are drive 
approaches from lots 58 and 59 onto the existing south street south of 
Sylvanwood, it is recommended that a common drive agreement be executed 
prior to vacation of the right of way. 
  
Proposed ownership of vacated street/alley: 
The ownership of the lot resulting from a street vacation reverts to the owners of 
the lots on each side of the right of way.  The resulting lot is split down the 
center, with each property owner receiving half of the lot. 
 
 
 
Future Land Use Designation: 
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The entire neighborhood including the lots abutting the right of way are 
designated on the Future Land Use plan as Low Density Residential. 
 
 
cc: Applicant 
 File/SV-174 



Proposed Resolution 
 
PROPOSED STREET VACATION – A portion of Somerton Street, from Sylvanwood Street 
extending south between Lots 58 and 59 of Sylvanwood Garden Subdivision Number 1, west 
of Rochester Road and south of Square Lake Road, Section 10. 
 
#2002 - ____ 
 
Moved by: 
Seconded by: 
 
WHEREAS, a request has been received for the vacation of a portion of the 60-foot-wide 
platted public street, extending south approximately 295.0 feet south from Sylvanwood Street, 
and part of abutting Lots 58 and 59 of Sylvanwood Gardens Subdivision Number 1, Section 10 
(Liber 25, page 13 of Oakland County Plats) and  
 
WHEREAS, the properties which shall benefit from this requested vacation include Lot 58 of 
Sylvanwood Gardens Subdivision Number 1, Section 10  (City of Troy Tax Parcel 20-10-402-
006 and Lot 59 of Sylvanwood Gardens Subdivision Number 1, Section 10 (City of Troy Tax 
Parcel 20-10-427-001); and 
 
WHEREAS, City Management and the Planning Commission have recommended that this 
street vacation be granted subject to the following conditions: 
 

1. Retention of easements within the right-of-way to be vacated to the extent determined 
to be necessary by the City Engineer, based in part on input or responses from 
applicable utility companies. 

 
2. A common drive agreement between the City of Troy and the owners of Lot 58 

and Lot 59 shall be executed prior to vacation of the right-of-way. 
 

3. No improvements are to be completed within the right-of-way until all future 
water main improvements within the Somerton Street right-of-way are 
complete.  

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Council concurs in the 
recommendations of City Management and the Planning Commission; and, 
 
BE, IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that final action on this street vacation request shall be taken 
by the City Council, after the following actions: 
 
 1. Determination by the City Engineer of the nature and extent of easements to be 

retained over the subject street right-of-way, based in part on input or responses 
from the applicable utility companies. 

 



2. A common drive agreement between the City of Troy and the owners of Lot 58 and 
Lot 59 shall be executed. 

 
3. Completion of the watermain improvements within the Somerton Street right-of-way. 
  

 
Yes: 
No: 
Absent: 
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STREET VACATION REQUESTS 
 

 
13. PUBLIC HEARING – STREET VACATION REQUEST (SV-174) – Somerton Street 

between Lots 58 & 59 of Sylvanwood Garden Subdivision #1, South of 
Sylvanwood, West of Rochester, Section 10 – R-1C 

 
Mr. Savidant presented a summary report. 
 
Public hearing opened and closed. 
 
 
RESOLUTION 

 
Moved by Pennington     Seconded by Starr 

 
RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission hereby recommends to the City 
Council that the street vacation request for Somerton Street, being 60 feet wide 
and approximately 295 feet in length right-of-way, extending south between lots 
58 and 59 of Sylvanwood Garden Subdivision, located within Section 10, be 
approved, subject to the following: 

 
1. A full width easement for utilities be retained for the entire length of the 

Somerton Street right-of-way. 
 
2. A common drive agreement with the owners of lot 58 and lot 59, should also 

be executed prior to vacation of the right-of-way. 
 
3. No improvements are completed within the right-of-way until all water main 

improvements are complete.  
 

Yeas:        Nays:   Absent:   
  All in favor (9) 
 
 MOTION CARRIED 
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August 13, 2002 
 
 
TO:  The Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 
From:  John Szerlag, City Manager 
  Gary Shripka, Assistant City Manager/Services 
  Doug Smith, Real Estate and Development Director 
  Steve Vandette, City Engineer 

Mark F. Miller, Planning Director 
   
 
SUBJECT: STREET VACATION APPLICATION (S.V. #14) – A section of alley 

located east of Livernois Road and south of Arthur Street, Section 
27.   

 
CITY MANAGEMENT AND PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 
 
On July 9, 2002, the Planning Commission recommended approval of the alley 
vacation request subject to the reservation of any necessary utility easements.  
City Management concurs with the Planning Commission and recommends 
approval of an authorizing resolution to vacate the alley. 
 
GENERAL INFORMATION 
 
Name of applicant(s): 
Richard J. Lomas. 
  
Location of property owned by applicant(s): 
The applicant own 1982 Livernois Road, the lot on the southeast corner of 
Livernois and Arthur.  A dental office is presently located on this lot, which abuts 
the alley to the east. 
  
Length and width of right-of-way. 
The section of alley proposed to be vacated is 18 feet wide and 130 feet in 
length.   
 
Current use of subject and adjacent parcels: 
Subject parcel: It appears that there is a chain link fence bisecting the parcel.  
The east side comprises a portion of a single family residential yard.  The west 
side is a grass side yard that abuts the dental office’s parallel parking spaces.  
 
 
 
 
North: Office complex.   

City of Troy
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South: Office.  
 
East: Single family residence.   
 
West: Dental office.   
 
Zoning classification of adjacent parcels:  
North: O-1 Office Building and P-1 Vehicular Parking.   
 
South: O-1 Office Building and P-1 Vehicular Parking.   
 
East: P-1 Vehicular Parking.   
 
West: O-1 Office Building.   
 
ANALYSIS 
 
Reason for street vacation (as stated on the Street/Alley Vacation Application): 
The application states that it is required “to attain additional parking – alley no 
longer in use”.   Note that the section alley north of Arthur Street to Cherry Street 
(three blocks) was vacated in 1968.   The section of alley abutting the existing 
alley to the south (north of Woodslee, ½ block in length) was vacated in 1984. 
 
Impact on existing traffic patterns within the area: 
The alley has been vacated both to the north and to the south.  It appears that 
the vacation will have no impact on traffic patterns in the area. 
 
Impact on access to existing lots or buildings (including emergency service 
vehicles):  
It appears that the dental office will be able to expand their parking area by 
replacing 5 parallel parking spaces with approximately 10 parking spaces placed 
at a perpendicular angle to the entry drive.  
 
Existing utilities located within the right-of-way: 
Detroit Edison presently has utilities located within the alley. 
 
Future need for easements within the right-of-way: 
The City of Troy retained a utility easement for the 3-block section of alley north 
of Arthur Street when it was vacated in 1968, and the ½ block section south of 
Arthur when it was vacated in 1984.  The city would retain any necessary utility 
easements in the section of alley proposed to be vacated.    
 
 
Proposed ownership of vacated street/alley: 
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The owners of the lots to the east and west will both receive 9’ of the 18’ wide 
alley. 
 
Future Land Use Designation: 
The area is designated on the Future Land Use Plan as Low Rise Office. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
cc: Richard J. Lomas (petitioner) 
 File/S.V. #14 
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 PLANNING COMMISSION MTG – FINAL MINUTES July 9, 2002   

STREET VACATION REQUESTS 
 

 
12. PUBLIC HEARING – ALLEY VACATION REQUEST (SV-14) – Public Alley, 

between Lots 363 and Lots 40-45 & N ½ of 46 of Addison Heights Subdivision, 
South of Arthur, East of Livernois, Section 27 – R-1E 

 
 Mr. Savidant presented a summary of the report. 
 
 Richard Lomas, petitioner, stated that sometimes their parking gets a little tight and 

a few more spaces would make a big difference. 
 
 Public hearing opened and closed. 
 
 

RESOLUTION 
 

Moved by Wright      Seconded by Littman 
 

RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission hereby recommends to the City 
Council that the alley vacation request for the 18 feet wide and 130 feet in length 
alley right-of-way, extending south from Arthur Street, abutting lots 40-45, N ½ of 
46 and 363 of Addison Heights Subdivision, located within Section 27, be 
approved, subject to the retention of any necessary utility easements. 

 
  Yeas:        Nays:   Absent:   
  All in favor (9) 
 
 MOTION CARRIED 
 





August 13, 2002 
 
To:  Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 
From:  John Szerlag, City Manager 
  Gary Shripka, Assistant City Manager/Services 
  Doug Smith, Real Estate and Development Director 
  Mark Miller, Planning Director 
 
Subject: PUBLIC HEARING –PROPOSED ZONING ORDINANCE TEXT 

AMENDMENT – Article XXXV  Planned Unit Development (PUD – 
35.30.00) 

 
City Management initiated a Zoning Ordinance text amendment to reduce the 
minimize size eligibility requirement for Planned Unit Developments (PUD).  In 
order to qualify for the PUD Option, a proposed development site shall be at least 
ten (10) acres in area.  The proposed amendment will eliminate this ten (10) 
minimum size requirement and permit eligibility of PUD’s with any size.  No other 
revisions to the PUD requirements are proposed, therefore, future proposals would 
still be required to meet all other eligibility criteria.   
 
The purpose of the PUD amendment is to eliminate a standard that arbitrarily 
limits infill development opportunities.  City of Troy is 90% developed and 
experiencing a new development trend, very different from the City’s 
development history.  Today’s development is occurring on smaller parcels of 
land that have challenges, such as: natural features, infill areas, odd shaped 
parcels, and obsolete properties.  Eliminating the minimum property size creates 
a tool that assists property owners and the City in addressing difficult 
development issues.  Areas of the City that are built up can benefit from smaller 
PUD’s. 
 
The Planning Commission discussed the proposed amendment at two study 
meetings.  On July 9, 2002, the Planning Commission recommended denial of 
the amendment, based upon, “the ten (10) acre PUD requirement is appropriate.”  
In addition the Planning Commission commented that PUD’s should be a rare 
occurrence and encourage consolidation of properties.  There was some opinion 
that a reduction of PUD size to five (5) acres may be appropriate. 
 
The City’s Planning Consultant Richard Carlisle reviewed the PUD ordinance.  
Based on the application of PUD development options in other communities Mr. 
Carlisle advised that the ten (10) acre requirement was arbitrary and would 
restrict the use of this important development tool.  In addition, this PUD 
amendment could also potentially achieve some of the same development goals 
of the proposed draft Unified Site Development Overlay District. 

City of Troy
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City Management recommends approval of the Zoning Ordinance text 
amendment, to help address development issues related to infill areas and 
redevelopment of obsolete properties.  City Management believes that City 
Council should be able to use the PUD option where ever current zoning will not 
permit a desirable development, particularly mixed use infill projects, without 
restrictions on size. 
 
 
Cc: Planning Commission 
 Mark Stimac 
 File/ZOTA #183 



  8/14/02 

G:\Brent Savidant\draft35.30.00 

PROPOSED ZONING ORDINANCE TEXT AMENDMENT 
 

Planned Unit Development Area Requirement 
 
Amend the indicated portions of the PUD text in the following manner: 
(Underlining, except for major section titles, denotes changes.) 
 
 
35.00.00 ARTICLE XXXV  PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD) 
 
35.30.00 ELIGIBILITY: 
  In order to qualify for the Planned Unit Development Option, it must 

be demonstrated that the following conditions will be met: 
 
A. The proposed development site shall be at least ten (10) acres 

in area, and shall be under a single ownership or control, and 
be capable of being planned and developed as one integral 
unit.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 





 

 

  8/15/2002 
 
TO:  MAYOR AND MEMBERS OF CITY COUNCIL 

FROM: LORI GRIGG BLUHM, CITY ATTORNEY 
 
RE:  FINAL SITE PLAN APPROVAL- PROPOSED SHADY CREEK NORTH  

  
The Shady Creek North Site Condominium Final Site Plan was submitted to Troy 
City Council at the July 22, 2002 regular meeting.   At that time, several of the 
neighbors expressed concern that the proposed development would exacerbate pre-
existing water problems in the area.  It is my understanding that since that time, the 
developer and his engineer (Al Bayer) and City Engineer Steve Vandette met with 
neighboring property owners, and answered questions concerning grading, drainage, 
storm water detention, tree preservation and other development concerns.  The 
majority of residents in attendance appeared to be satisfied that their concerns were 
satisfactorily addressed by the various design features incorporated into the final site  
plan.    
 
Prior to submitting this final site plan to City Council for approval, the City Engineer 
and the City’s engineering consultants, Hubbell, Roth and Clark, thoroughly 
researched the drainage area and concerns raised by the residents.  They 
concluded:  “the proposed final site plan meets our current detention standards and 
does not change the existing system within the subdivision.”  Based on this, the final 
site plan is submitted to City Council for action.    

 
The developer executed a Contract for Installation of Municipal Agreements, and 
provided security to insure that the necessary improvements are completed 
according to the approved plan and City standards.   This may not preclude flooding 
to the area, as the City of Troy Development Standards for storm sewers and storm 
water detention are based on a ten (10) year frequency rainfall, which is the County 
standard for all storm drain design.  Rain events in excess of this design storm may 
exceed the capacity of the proposed system and cause localized flooding to the area.  
However, even if an engineer were able to predict the largest storm event, the costs 
associated with constructing a system to handle all events would be excessive and 
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impractical.  The developer would likely resort to litigation if forced to construct a 
system that handled the flow from all storm events.  Similarly, the City cannot  
mandate additional security from the developer.  During the site plan review process, 
the City must approve a site plan if there is compliance with all local, state, and 
federal laws.          

 
If the neighbors are still concerned about the potential for flooding in their basements, 
there are some new options in homeowner’s coverage that may provide additional 
security.   However, any cost for additional coverage for individual homes could not 
be assigned to the developer, especially where all of the City’s standards and 
requirements have been satisfied.   

 
If you have any questions concerning the above, please let me know.   























 
July 12, 2002 
 
TO:  The Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 
FROM: John Szerlag, City Manager 
  Gary Shripka, Assistant City Manager/Services 
  Steve Vandette, City Engineer 
  Mark F. Miller, Planning Director 

 
 
SUBJECT: FINAL SITE PLAN APPROVAL – Proposed Shady Creek North Site 

Condominium – North of Long Lake Road, West of Rochester Road – 
Section 10, R-1C 

 
Mr. Kenneth Dabrowski, Durant Development Corporation submitted a Final Site Plan 
for the single-family residential site condominium known as Shady Creek North.  The 
subject property includes 4.010-acres and is within the R-1C Zoning District.  Ten (10) 
site condominium units are proposed with access for six (6) of the home sites via an 
extension on Trillium Drive and a proposed cul-de-sac.  In addition four (4) home sites 
will have frontage on the existing Somerton Drive within the Crystal Springs Subdivision. 
This proposed site condominium is consistent with the lot averaging provisions within 
the R-1C Zoning District.  An existing shallow sloped stormwater detention will provide 
storm water detention.   
 
At the City’s request the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ) 
reevaluated the Houghton Drain and reversed its earlier finding that wetlands on the site 
were not regulated because they were not contiguous to a stream.  The City appealed, 
and in March 2001 the MDEQ served notice that any filling, dredging, draining or use of 
the wetlands on the site would require a permit from the MDEQ.  As a result the existing 
wetlands will not be disturbed.  
  
In July of 2001, the MDEQ conducted a public hearing on the developer’s proposal to 
reroute approximately 240 feet of the Houghton Drain for the Shady Creek North Site 
Condominium for which a permit for this activity was subsequently approved.  Following 
this approval, the City Engineering Department engaged our consultant, Hubbell, Roth 
and Clark (HRC) to assist with the review of the engineering plans.  An important part of 
this review was the determination of the 100-year flow in the Houghton Drain and the 
100-year flood elevation.  These determinations would dictate the size of the relocated 
channel and the elevation of the new homes. 
 
After a thorough analysis of the drainage district using topographic maps and field 
investigation for confirming the district limits, the flood flow rate was determined using 
methodology accepted by the MDEQ, which also is recognized as the method most 
accurate for small watersheds.  The peak flood flow for the 100-year storm was 
calculated at 13 cubic feet per second and 14 cubic feet per second under future 
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development conditions.  This determination indicates that the existing and future flood 
flow is contained within the banks of the existing drain abutting Shady Creek North.  The 
relocated drain will be 20 feet wide, 1.5 feet deep with side slopes of 1 on 6, being 
similar in size to the existing drain and will contain the flood flow within its banks.  The 
relocated section is 12 feet closer to the existing drain than the relocation originally 
approved by MDEQ and follows more closely the route of the existing drain.  This was 
done at the city’s request so as to reduce the impact of the construction on the wooded 
area east of the drain.  Revised plans for this modified relocation were submitted and 
approved by the MDEQ.  Additionally, the homes will have walkout basements to 
minimize rear yard grading and preserve existing trees.   
 
The City’s analysis of previous work by the Developer’s consultant to determine the 
100-year flood elevation for the Houghton Drain resulted in an increase of 1.8 feet to the 
100-year flood elevation determined in 1999.  This increase is due to the construction of 
the Belzair diversion chamber within the Fredericks Drain, that was not considered in 
the 1999 analysis and the use of hydraulic information from a study done by Johnson 
and Anderson consulting engineers that was not available in 1999.  Whereas, the 100-
year flood elevation for the existing homes on Shady Creek that were built in 1989-90, 
was 688, it is now 685.6.  This is primarily a result of the Fredericks Drain along Long 
Lake Road that was constructed in 1990.  The Fredericks Drain, along with the Belzair 
diversion chamber, changed the routing of the existing flows and thereby lowered the 
100-year flood elevation abutting the existing Shady Creek subdivision.   Whereas, 
building was not possible east of the current development in 1989, the proposed Shady 
Creek North can now be built since it is adjacent to a floodplain whose elevation is 
685.6 and finish floor elevations satisfy freeboard (minimum of one foot above the 
floodplain) requirements.  
 
The proposed storm sewer system for Shady Creek North will be separate from the 
existing system thereby eliminating any additional flow passing through the existing 
subdivisions.  Both residential developments will outlet to the Fredericks Drain, but that 
is the extent of their interconnectivity.  The proposed Site Condominium, including the 
new road and cul-de-sac, sump pump lines and yard drains will flow directly to the 
detention basin.  A restricted outlet will limit the flow from the detention basin into 
Fredericks Drain.  Detention volume is provided in the existing basin for a 10-year storm 
in accordance with City Design Standards.  All runoff from the existing subdivision flows 
directly into the Fredericks Drain without restriction, except that during a 10 year storm 
event there is additional capacity in the detention pond for the Fredericks Drain.  The 
proposed design conforms to our current detention standards and it does not change 
the existing system within the subdivision.  Therefore, the design assures that the new 
development will not impact any of the drains within the existing subdivision.    
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The petitioner executed the contract for installation of municipal improvements and 
provided the required escrow deposits and cash fees.  All applicable Ordinance 
requirements are met for the proposed site condominium. Therefore, this development 
will not cause or exacerbate drainage problems on contiguous properties, due to 
surface run-off from the proposed development. City Management recommends 
approval of the Final Site Plan.   
 
 
 
Enclosures 
 
copies:   Kenneth Dabrowski, Durant Development Corporation 
 Al Bayer, Nowak and Fraus 
 File/Shady Creek North Site Condominium 
 File/Correspondence 
 
 
mfm/dav 
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UNPLATTED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT LEVELS OF APPROVAL 
 

Preliminary Plan Approval  
A sign is placed on the property informing the public of the proposed development. 
Adjacent property owners are notified by mail 
Public meeting held by Planning Commission for review and recommendation to City Council 
City Council reviews and approvals plan 
 
The following items are addressed at Preliminary Plan Approval: 

• Street Pattern, including potential stub streets for future development 
• Potential development pattern for adjacent properties 
• Fully dimensioned residential parcel layout, including proposed building configurations 

o Number of lots 
o Building setbacks 
o Lot dimensions 
o Locations of easements 

• Preliminary sanitary sewer, storm sewer, and water main layout 
• Environmental Impact Statement (if required) 
• Location(s) of wetlands on the property 
 

Final Plan Approval 
Notice sign is posted on site 
City Council review and approval of: 

• Final Plan 
• Contract for Installation of Municipal Improvements (Private Agreement) 
 

The following items are addressed at Final Plan Approval: 
• Fully dimensioned plans of the total property proposed for development, prepared by 

registered Civil Engineer or Land Surveyor 
• Corners of all proposed residential parcels and other points as necessary to determine 

that the potential parcels and building configurations will conform with ordinance 
requirements 

• Warranty Deeds and Easement documents, in recordable form for all ROW. and 
easements which are to be conveyed to the public 

• Construction plans for all utilities and street improvements, prepared in accordance 
with City Engineering Design Standards: 

o Sanitary and Storm sewer 
o Water mains 
o Detention / Retention basins 
o Grading and rear yard drainage 
o Paving and widening lanes 
o Sidewalk and driveway approaches 

• Approval from other government agencies involved with the development 
• Verification of wetlands and M.D.E.Q. permit if necessary 
• Financial guarantees to insure the construction of required improvements and the 

placement of proper property and parcel monuments and markers shall be furnished 
by the petitioner prior to submittal of the Final Plan to the City Council for review and 
approval 

• Floor Plans and Elevations of the proposed residential units 























August 6, 2002 
 
TO:  Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 
FROM:  John Szerlag, City Manager 
  Gary A. Shripka, Assistant City Manager/Services 
  John M. Lamerato, Assistant City Manager/Finance and Administration 
  William Need, Public Works Director 
  Sam Lamerato, Superintendent of the Motor Pool 
  Jeanette Bennett, Purchasing Director 
 
RE: Clarification of Specifications for Two (2) 64,000 GVW Tandem Axle Dump Trucks – 

2003 Models 
 

REVIEW OF COMPETITIVE SPECIFICATIONS FOR DUMP TRUCKS 
 
Thirty-six bids were sent for the two (2) 64,000 GVW Tandem Axle Dump Trucks.  The vendors 
who were sent bids consisted of dealerships, and body / equipment dealers.  Six (6) bids 
submitted met specifications.  The six (6) bids were submitted with various combinations of body 
and engine equipment.  Specifically, three (3) dealers met specifications when offering equipment 
supplied by Monroe or Cannon.  Bids offering Shults equipment could have met the specifications 
but exceptions were taken to painting the truck bodies orange; and Shults offered their dealers 
the wrong Root scraper model.  (A complete summary of the bid process is attached).   
 
The following summarizes who the bidders were for the dump trucks, and some of the nuances of 
the bid process: 
 
u Four Dealerships and six (6) body companies submitted various combinations of 

equipment to participate in this bid process as follows: 
 
Dealerships      Body / Equipment Suppliers 
Motor City Trucks Astro  
C & S Motors Inc. North River  
VIP Truck Center LLC Shults  
Wiegand Mack Sales & Service Inc. Knapheide  
 Monroe  
 Cannon 

 
u The City standard for safety reasons, is to paint truck bodies orange.  Staff is not sure 

why Shults took exception to painting the trucks but it is considered a major deviation. 
 
u Shults Equipment is a Root Distributor.  A Root F-44 model scraper (or approved 

alternate) was specified.  Care was taken by Motor Pool staff by checking the Root 
website to ensure that the model was current.  Shults, for reasons unknown, prepared 
their bid documents that were distributed to all dealers with a Root model that did not 
meet specifications.  

 
u Although the bids and corresponding prices are only good for sixty days and expired on 

August 7, 2002, the lowest recommended bidder has agreed to hold his price until 
August 26, 2002. 

 
u It should be noted that Body / equipment suppliers can obtain items meeting 

specifications from outside sources in order to be considered for award if they choose to 
do so.  This occurred in this process by Cannon purchasing specified equipment from an 
alternate supplier out of Petoskey, Michigan. 
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FIRE TRUCK COMPARISON 
 
Upon further analysis of the recent fire truck purchase in comparison with the dump truck 
purchases, the process is similar in that one contract was established with Central States Fire 
Apparatus, LLC although the fire truck is paid in stages as it moves through the different suppliers 
while being outfitted.  Since the construction period is extremely lengthy (up to two years), staff 
has found that cost savings for progress payments is passed on to the City by the fire truck 
builders.  The City usually does not pay for equipment before accepted operational equipment is 
received.  Since these trucks and suppliers are very specialized, pre-payment has not caused a 
problem.  It should be noted that the establishment of one contract vendor has not always 
occurred in the purchase of fire equipment.      
 
The dump trucks are similar to production cars in that they come off the line and can be ordered 
with different options.  The difference occurs in the method that options are installed.  
Independent body companies play an important part in assisting truck manufacturers configure 
trucks to meet individual purchase needs.  No funds are paid to the dealers for dump trucks until 
final delivery and acceptance of the trucks as meeting specifications.  The dealers pay the body/ 
equipment suppliers after the trucks have been accepted. The warranty on the truck(s) and added 
equipment starts the day the City accepts the truck(s) as meeting specifications.    
 
BACKGROUND  
 
It is a Purchasing goal that specifications be prepared which allow for open competition and 
equipment that best fits our needs.  If during the information gathering phase we become aware 
that there is no competition for the item required, a sole source purchase recommendation is 
prepared (i.e. Poweram Rod Pusher / Puller approved 8/5/02).  Purchasing strives to ensure that 
purchases are properly researched and sole source purchases are the end result of information 
gathering for a bid process and not the reverse. 
 
Sam Lamerato, Motor Pool Superintendent, and Jeanette Bennett, Purchasing Director, have 
provided a specification writing class for the American Public Works Association where both other 
municipalities and vendors have participated.  The City of Troy has a reputation for bid processes 
that are fair, well researched, and provide open competition; although in some cases not 
everyone participating can meet the specified requirements. A letter has been included from one 
of the City’s awarded suppliers, CCG Systems, Inc., that commends Sam for his work selecting 
the software purchased, a “steward” for use of City resources, and a role model for his peers. 



Trucks Meeting 
Specifications 

Trucks Not 
Meeting 
Specifications 

Engine Price Body Price if 
Available 

Reason Ability to Meet Specifications 
But Took Exception 

 Motor City Trucks with 
Astro Equipment 

CAT C10 $232,798 $82,932 Scraper underbody is 1 pc. Circle 
without lock-pins and 3” cylinders 

No – Lock-pins not included and 4” 
cylinders required 

 Motor City Trucks with 
Astro Equipment 

MBE 4000 $235,468 $82,932 Scraper underbody is 1 pc. Circle 
without lock-pins and 3” cylinders 

No – Lock-pins not included and 4” 
cylinders required 

 Motor City Trucks with 
Astro Equipment 

Cummins ISM $236,450 $82,932 Scraper underbody is 1 pc. Circle 
without lock-pins and 3” cylinders 

No – Lock-pins not included and 4” 
cylinders required 

 Motor City Trucks with  
North River Equipment 

CAT C10 $240,094 ($45,114 ea) 
$90,228 

Scraper underbody is 1 pc. Circle  
without lock-pins and 3” cylinders 

No – Two piece circle underbody 
Scraper required; Lock-pins not 
included and 4” cylinders required 

 Motor City Trucks with 
North River Equipment 

MBE 4000 $242,764 $90,228 Scraper underbody is 1 pc. Circle  
without lock-pins and 3” cylinders 

No – Two piece circle underbody 
Scraper required; Lock-pins not 
included and 4” cylinders required 

 Motor City Trucks with 
North River Equipment 

Cummins ISM $243,746 $90,228 Scraper underbody is 1 pc. Circle  
Without lock-pins and 3” cylinders 

No – Two piece circle underbody 
Scraper required; Lock-pins not 
included and 4” cylinders required 

 VIP Truck Center LLL 
With North River Equip.  

Cummins 
ISM 

$253,524 $90,228 Scraper underbody is 1 pc. Circle  
without lock-pins and 3” cylinders 

No – Two piece circle underbody 
Scraper required; Lock-pins not 
included and 4” cylinders required 

 C&S Motors Inc with  
North River Equipment 

CAT C10 $257,116 $90,228 Scraper underbody is 1 pc. Circle  
Without lock-pins and 3” cylinders 

No – Two piece circle underbody 
Scraper required; Lock-pins not 
included and 4” cylinders required 

 Motor City Trucks with 
Shults Equipment 

CAT C10 $241,188 $91,322 Wrong Root scraper model bid;  
Trucks were to be painted orange 
for safety reasons 

Yes - but took exception to painting 
truck orange and included different 
Root scraper model- DMS* 

 Motor City Trucks with  
Shults Equipment 

MBE 4000 $243,858 $91,322 Wrong Root scraper model bid;  
Trucks were to be painted orange 
for safety reasons 

Yes - but took exception to painting 
truck orange and included different 
Root scraper model- DMS* 

 Motor City Trucks with 
Shults Equipment 

Cummins  
ISM 

$244,840 $91,322 Wrong Root scraper model bid;  
Trucks were to be painted orange 
for safety reasons 

Yes - but took exception to painting 
truck orange and included different 
Root scraper model- DMS* 

 VIP Truck Center LLC 
with Shults Equipment 

Cummins 
ISM 

$254,618 ($45,661 ea.) 
$91,322 

Wrong Root scraper model bid;  
Trucks were to be painted orange 
for safety reasons 

Yes - but took exception to painting 
truck orange and included different 
Root scraper model- DMS* 

 C&S Motors Inc with 
Shults Equipment 

CAT C10 $278,780 $91,322 Wrong Root scraper model bid;  
Trucks were to be painted orange 
for safety reasons 

Yes - but took exception to painting 
truck orange and included different 
Root scraper model- DMS* 

Motor City Trucks 
with Monroe Equip. 

 CAT C10 $243,092 ($46,613 ea.) 
$93,226** 

Meets N/A 

 Motor City Trucks with 
Knapheide Equipment 

CAT C10 $245,004 $93,226 Scraper underbody is 1 pc. Circle; 
Dump body is cross memberless; 
brackets on pre-wet system were 
not stainless steel 

No – Dump Body Structural Steel cross 
members required; heavy duty stainless 
steel brackets were required on the pre-
wetting system 

Motor City Trucks with 
Monroe Equip.  

 MBE 4000 $245,762 $93,226 Meets N/A 

Motor City Trucks with 
Monroe Equip.  

 Cummins ISM $246,744 $93,226 Meets N/A 

 Motor City Trucks with 
Knapheide Equipment 

MBE 4000 $247,674 ($47,569 ea.) 
$95,138 

Scraper underbody is 1 pc. Circle; 
Dump body is cross memberless; 
brackets on pre-wet system were 
not stainless steel 

No - Dump Body Structural Steel cross 
members required; heavy duty stainless 
steel brackets were required on the pre-
wetting system 
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Trucks Meeting 
Specifications 

Trucks Not 
Meeting 
Specifications 

Engine Price Body Price if 
Available 

Reason Ability to Meet 
Specifications But Took 
Exception 

 Motor City Trucks with 
Knapheide Equipment 

Cummins ISM $248,656 $95,138 Scraper underbody is 1 pc. Circle; 
Dump body is cross memberless; 
brackets on pre-wet system were 
not stainless steel 

No - Dump Body Structural Steel 
cross members required; heavy duty 
stainless steel brackets were 
required on the pre-wetting system 

VIP Truck Center LLC 
With Monroe Equip.  

 Cummins ISM $256,522 ($46,613 ea.) 
$93,226 

Meets N/A 

 Wiegand Mack Sales & 
Service Inc with North 
River Equipment 

Mack E-7 350 $257,036.98 ($45,114 ea.) 
$90,228 

Scraper underbody is 1 pc. Circle  
without lock-pins 

No – Two piece circle underbody 
Scraper required; Lock-pins not 
included 

 VIP Truck Center LLC 
With Knapheide Equip. 

Cummins ISM $258,434 ($47,569 ea.) 
$95,138 

Scraper underbody is 1 pc. Circle; 
Dump body is cross memberless; 
brackets on pre-wet system were 
not stainless steel 

No - Dump Body Structural Steel 
cross members required; heavy duty 
stainless steel brackets were 
required on the pre-wetting system 

C&S Motors Inc with  
Monroe Equipment 

 CAT C10 $260,114 ($46,613 ea.) 
$93,226 

Meets N/A 

 C&S Motors Inc with 
Knapheide Equipment 

CAT C10 $262,026 ($47,569 ea.) 
$95,138 

Scraper underbody is 1 pc. Circle; 
Dump body is cross memberless; 
brackets on pre-wet system were 
not stainless steel 

No - Dump Body Structural Steel 
cross members required; heavy duty 
stainless steel brackets were 
required on the pre-wetting system 

C&S Motors Inc. with 
Cannon Equipment 

 CAT C10 $265,942 ($49,527 ea.) 
$99,054 

Meets N/A 

 
 
 
*The Root website was checked to ensure that the model specified was current and still available.  Shults is a Root distributor and for reasons 
unknown, Shults bid an unacceptable alternate Root model scraper.  If their bid was correctly prepared, they could have met specifications.   
 
** Recommended Award 
 
Last Revised 8/7/02 
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A Regular Meeting of the Troy City Council was held Monday, August 5, 2002, at City Hall, 500 
W. Big Beaver Road. Mayor Matt Pryor called the Meeting to order at 7:30 P.M. 

INVOCATION AND PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE  

The Invocation was given by Pastor Brad Shirley - Zion Christian Chapel and the Pledge of 
Allegiance to the Flag was given. 

ROLL CALL 

PRESENT: Mayor Matt Pryor 
Robin E. Beltramini 
Cristina Broomfield 
David Eisenbacher  
Martin F. Howrylak 
David A. Lambert 
Anthony N. Pallotta 

A-1 Presentation:  Officer Nicolette Kaptur – 2002 Tiger Stripes Freedom Hero Award 
from the Detroit Tigers 

 
PUBLIC HEARINGS 

C-1  Local Match for a Michigan Economic Growth Alliance Retention Incentive 
Package 

 
Management requests a 5-minute presentation regarding this item. 
 
Resolution #2002-08-448 
Moved by Pallotta  
Seconded by Beltramini  
 
RESOLVED, That the City of Troy City Council approves Development Plan #4 for the Troy 
Downtown Development Authority to provide to Axel Tech, Inc. a local match for the MEGA 
financial incentive to retain its headquarters in the City. 
 
Yes: Pryor, Beltramini, Broomfield, Lambert, Pallotta  
No: Eisenbacher, Howrylak  

City of Troy
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C-2  Request for Outdoor Seating in Excess of 20 Seats in Conjunction with a 
Restaurant in B-2 Zoning – 1317 Coolidge Highway – Papa Vino’s Restaurant 

 
Resolution #2002-08-449 
Moved by Pallotta  
Seconded by Howrylak  
 
RESOLVED, That the request from John Carlin of Plunkett and Cooney, representing Papa 
Vino’s Restaurant, to install an outdoor dining area for 32 seats at their restaurant under 
construction at 1317 Coolidge Highway, is hereby approved for a period not to exceed 2 years, 
in accordance with Section 21.30.05 of the Zoning Ordinance, Chapter 39 of the Code of the 
City of Troy. 
 
Yes: All-7  
 

POSTPONED ITEMS 

D-1 Senate Bill Number 3 
 
Resolution #2002-08-  
Moved by Eisenbacher  
Seconded by Howrylak  
 
WHEREAS, Michigan Public Act 179 of 1947 provides for the formation of municipal trash 
authorities, but fails to provide provisions for members to withdraw or for the dissolution of the 
authority; and 
 
WHEREAS, Michigan Senate Bill No. 3 addresses these omissions and seeks to institute a 
procedure for a municipality to withdraw from its trash authority or for the dissolution of the 
authority where it no longer serves the purpose for which it was formed; and 
 
WHEREAS, Senate Bill No 3 gives municipalities the freedom to withdraw from its authority, to 
dissolve the authority or to recombine with other municipalities in some new form to provide 
trash disposal services; and  
 
WHEREAS, Trash authorities that don’t compete for members have little or no incentive to 
innovate or to save taxpayer money; and  
 
WHEREAS, Senate Bill No. 3 also enables municipalities the freedom to pursue a wider range 
of options with respect to trash disposal services; and 
 
WHEREAS, Municipal members would no longer be forced to accept poor services and 
expensive, perpetual, no-bid contracts, against the desires of their constituents; and  
 
WHEREAS, Providing municipalities with greater options will serve to save taxpayer money. 
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That the City of Troy strongly supports Senate Bill 3. 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Troy City Council instructs its representatives to the 
Southeast Oakland County Resource Recovery Authority (SOCRRA) to introduce and/or 
support a resolution having SOCRRA support Senate Bill No. 3 and to direct its lobbying 
activity to be consistent with this resolution. 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That Troy City Council Resolution #2000-505 is repealed in its 
entirety. 
 
BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED, That the City Clerk send a copy of this Resolution to State 
Senator Shirley Johnson, Representatives David Woodward, John Pappageorge and Robert 
Gosselin, Governor John Engler, members of the Michigan State Senate, the Michigan 
Municipal League, the SOCRRA general manager, the Oakland County Commissioners, the 
elected officials and city managers for the SOCRRA communities. 
 
Vote on Amendment 
 
Resolution #2002-08-450 
Moved by Eisenbacher  
Seconded by Lambert  
 
RESOLVED, That Resolution for Senate Bill Number 3 currently on the table be stricken in its 
entirety and that the resolution proposed by the City Attorney for Senate Bill Number 3 be 
inserted as written. 
 
Yes: All-7  
 
Vote on Amended Resolution 
 
Resolution #2002-08-451  
Moved by Eisenbacher  
Seconded by Howrylak 
 
WHEREAS, Michigan Public Act 179 of 1947 as amended (Mich. Comp. Laws 123.301 et. seq) 
provides for the formation of municipal  authorities for the collection or disposal of garbage or 
rubbish or dog pounds, but fails to provide provisions for members to withdraw or for the 
dissolution of these authorities; and  
 
WHEREAS, Both the Michigan Senate version of Senate Bill 3 (S-7) and the Michigan House 
of Representatives Committee substitute version of Senate Bill 3 (H-2) attempt to address 
these omissions and seek to institute a procedure for a municipality to withdraw from these 
authorities or for the dissolution of these authorities and  
 
WHEREAS, Both S-7 and H-2 give municipalities the ability to withdraw from these authorities, 
to dissolve the authorities or to re-combine with other municipalities in a new authority; and  
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WHEREAS, S-7 and H-2 provide additional options for Municipal members and their 
constituents, which could result in increased competition.  Historically, increased competition 
leads to better services and/or contracts that save the taxpayers money.      
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That the City of Troy strongly supports the passage 
of H-2, the Michigan House of Representatives substitute bill for Senate Bill 3, with the 
following changes:   
 

A. Section (1)-  The effective date of the amendatory act should necessarily be updated.  
B. Section (1)-  The requirement for “all members” to approve new or extended contracts or 

bonds should be modified to require a “super majority” approval.  
C. Section (2)-  The bill should explicitly provide for the transfer of any assets to a new 

authority prior to the sale of authority assets.   
D. Section (2)-  The right of first refusal to purchase assets should require a price that is at 

the highest offer for the property, to insure a true arms length transaction.  
E. Section (3)(A)-  The bill should be modified to delete the requirement of a resolution 

stating that “the authority is no longer effectively serving the public good for which it was 
created.”  Instead, resolutions from each withdrawing community should state that the 
authority is no longer effectively serving the community’s needs or requirements.  

F. Section (4)- The bill should explicitly define the term “negative equity”.  
G. Section (4)- Although the bond provision is a favorable addition, in light of the problems 

in paying negative equity within a sixty day time period, the negative equity should be 
required to be paid during the pendency of the contract.  Allowing the payment of 
negative equity to be paid thirty days after the expiration of the contract may jeopardize 
the remaining consortium.   

H. Section 4 (A)- The term “subsequently” should be removed from this section to insure 
that each member is responsible for all environmental liabilities incurred as a result of 
the member’s disposal to the authority.  

I. Section 4 (B)- The bill should require that if the withdraw of any member causes a 
breach of the current contract, then the withdrawing member assumes liability for the 
extra costs incurred by the authority for the breach.   

J. Section 4 (B)- The bill should delete the word “solely” from this section, so that if two 
members withdraw simultaneously and cause a breach of contract, then each member 
that contributes to the breach of contract is liable.  

K. Section (5) - The bill should explicitly define the term  “positive equity”, and insure that 
the obligations of any member can be offset against the payment of positive equity. 

L. Section (5)- The bill should clarify that if an authority’s assets would need to be 
liquidated to satisfy the payments of positive equity to withdrawing members, then said 
liquidation would not be necessary until the expiration of the last contract of the 
authority.   

M. Section (6) (A)- The phrase “the authority is no longer effectively serving the public good 
for which it was created” should be modified.  

N. Section (7)-This provision should explicitly include the mechanism for dissolving an 
existing authority and re-creating a new authority.  Details regarding the transfer of 
accounts, assets, liabilities, employee contracts, vested or accrued employee benefits 
should be included.  

O. Section (8)- The word “immediately” should be deleted from this section, since 
dissolution of an authority may require the liquidation of assets.  In addition, there may 
be pending lawsuits or arbitration matters, which should not be prematurely settled.       
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P. Section (9)- The word “subsequently” should be deleted from this section. 
Q. Section (9)- There should be some provision specifying who is responsible for managing 

the environmental liabilities after the dissolution of an authority.  The provision may also 
include provisions to insure payment for the management of any environmental liabilities 
after dissolution.       

R. Section (10)- The details of the incorporation of a new authority, and the transfer of 
assets and/or liabilities, should be included in this legislation.  

S. Section (12)(G)- The term “impairment of contract” should not be limited to only defaults 
that lead to money damages, since all breaches of contract would technically qualify.  
The term “impairment of contract” should protect those members who are forced to pay 
monetary damages for the breach of a contract that is not due to their own actions.  

T. Section (12)(I)- A mathematical formula for determining the “member’s fair share” should 
be explicit.  There have already been three formulas set forth to determine a  “member’s 
fair share”.  

U. Section (12)(K)-  The term “qualified authority” should be re-defined to reduce the 
membership from the required ten or more members and the required population of 
250,000 or more.    

 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the City of Troy City Council instructs its representatives to 
the Southeastern Oakland County Resource Recovery Authority (SOCRRA) to introduce and/or 
support a resolution requesting  SOCRRA to support H-2  with the changes enumerated above, 
and to direct any authorized lobbying activity to be consistent with this resolution.  
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That City of Troy Council Resolution #2000-505 is repealed in 
its entirety.   
 
BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED, That the City Clerk send a copy of this Resolution to State 
Senator Shirley Johnson, Representatives David Woodward, John Pappageorge and Robert 
Gosselin, Governor John Engler, members of the Michigan State Senate, members of the 
Michigan House of Representatives, the Michigan Municipal League, SOCRRA General 
Manager Jeffrey McKeen, the Oakland County Board of Commissioners, the elected officials 
and city managers for each of the SOCRRA communities.  
 
Yes: All-7  

D-2 Standard Purchasing Resolution 2: Low Acceptable Bidder – Two (2) 64,000 GVW 
Tandem-Axle Dump Trucks – 2003 Models 

 
Resolution #2002-08- 
Moved by Pallotta  
Seconded by Beltramini  
 
RESOLVED, That a contract to purchase two (2) 64,000 GVW Dump Trucks, 2003 Models, 
with 10-12 yard dump box, underbody scraper, front mounted snowplow, wetting system, and 
tailgate salt spreader with hydraulic system is hereby awarded to the lowest acceptable bidder, 
Motor City Truck with Monroe Truck Equipment, at unit prices contained in the bid tabulation 
opened June 7, 2002, a copy of which shall be attached to the original Minutes of this meeting 
at an estimated total cost of $243,092.00. 
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Vote on Postponement 
 
Resolution #2002-08-452 
Moved by Pallotta  
Seconded by Eisenbacher  
 
RESOLVED, That a contract to purchase two (2) 64,000 GVW Dump Trucks, 2003 Models, 
with 10-12 yard dump box, underbody scraper, front mounted snowplow, wetting system, and 
tailgate salt spreader with hydraulic system is hereby awarded to the lowest acceptable bidder, 
Motor City Truck with Monroe Truck Equipment, at unit prices contained in the bid tabulation 
opened June 7, 2002, at an estimated total cost of $243,092.00 be POSTPONED until the 
Regular City Council Meeting scheduled for Monday, August 19, 2002. 
 
Yes: All-7  
 
PUBLIC COMMENT:  

A. Items on the Current Agenda 
 
E-14 Standard Purchasing Resolution 3: Exercise the Renewal Option – Casualty and 

Property Insurance with the MMRMA from November 8, 2002 through November 7, 
2004 

 
Resolution #2002-08-453 
Moved by Beltramini  
Seconded by Pallotta  
 
WHEREAS, On November 4, 1996, a three-year contract for Casualty and Property Insurance 
was awarded to the low bidder, Michigan Municipal Risk Management Authority (MMRMA) 
(Resolution #96-1032); and 
 
WHEREAS, The contract was extended on August 16, 1999 for three years with an option to 
renew for three additional years (Resolution #99-376-E-4); and 
 
WHEREAS, The MMRMA has agreed to exercise a two-year option under the same terms and 
conditions with the following changes due to the hardening insurance market: 
 

• A change in Self-Insured Retention (SIR) from $250,000 to $500,000 
• An increase in the City’s stop loss program from $633,000 to $1,000,000 
• A change in sewer backup coverage from $15,000,000 to $500,000 
• Terrorism Coverage is included in the amount of $25,000,000 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That a two-year option to renew the contract for 
Casualty and Property Insurance is hereby exercised with the MMRMA at a premium cost in 
the first year of $282,096 and a second year cost of $282,096 including the maintenance of a 
positive loss fund balance of up to $150,000 expiring November 7, 2004. 
 
Yes: All-7  
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F-3 Final Plat Approval – Abbotsford Parc Subdivision – South Side of Abbotsford, 
West of John 4 – Section 11, R-1C 

 
Resolution #2002-08-454 
Moved by Pallotta  
Seconded by Beltramini  
 
RESOLVED, That Final Plat Approval for Abbotsford Parc Subdivision, nine (9) lots, located on 
the south side of Abbotsford, west of John R in Section 11, is hereby GRANTED, as 
recommended by City Management. 
 
Yes: All-7  
 
BREAK: 9:00 PM – 9:16 PM 

F-5 Preliminary Site Plan Review (S.P. #879) - City of Troy Section 1 Golf Course – 
South of South Boulevard and East of John R Road – Section 1 – C-F 

 
Resolution #2002-08-455 
Moved by Beltramini  
Seconded by Pallotta  
 
RESOLVED, That the Preliminary Site Plan as submitted under Section 18.80.00 (B) of the 
Zoning Ordinance (Site Plan Review of C-F zoned public property), for the development of the 
City of Troy, Section 1 Golf Course, south of South Boulevard and east of John R Road in 
Section 1, within the C-F zoning district and 202.6 acres in size be APPROVED. 
 
Yes: All-7  

F-4 Museum Physical Maintenance and Conservation Plan 
 
Resolution #2002-08-456 
Moved by Pallotta  
Seconded by Broomfield  
 
RESOLVED, That the Museum Physical Maintenance and Conservation Plan between the City 
of Troy and Gerald J. Yurk Associates is hereby APPROVED for the completion of Phase II 
through Phase VII, and the Mayor and City Clerk are authorized to execute the documents, a 
copy of which shall be attached to the original Minutes of the meeting. 
 
Yes: All-7  
 
G-13  Letter from Jack Turner, Chairperson – Veterans Memorial Committee – RE: 

Patriotic Fourth of July Celebration 
Noted and Filed 

G-14  Memorandum – Re: Peacock Farms Update – 6355 Rochester Road 
Noted and Filed 
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G-17  Letter Received from Philip Ode and Response from Mark Stimac – Re: City of 
Troy’s Ordinance Governing Antenna Structures for Amateur Radio Stations 

 
Resolution #2002-08-457 
Moved by Pryor  
Seconded by Howrylak  
 
RESOLVED, That City Council direct the Planning Commission to revisit the current ordinance 
to reconsider a height more in compliance with federal standards for amateur radio 
transmission devices. 
 
Yes: All-7 
 
Suspend City Council Rules #21 and Continue with Agenda 
 
Resolution #2002-08-458 
Moved by Howrylak  
Seconded by Beltramini  
 
RESOLVED, That the City Council suspend the Rules of Procedure #21 and continue 
discussion on Agenda items to 12:00 AM. 
 
Yes: All-7   

B.  Items Not on the Current Agenda 
 
CONSENT AGENDA 

E-1 Approval of Consent Agenda 
 
Resolution #2002-08-459-E-1 
Moved by Pallotta  
Seconded by Lambert  
 
RESOLVED, That all items as presented on the Consent Agenda are hereby approved as 
presented with the exception of Item E-18, which shall be considered after Consent Agenda (E) 
items, as printed. 
 
Yes: All-7  
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E-2  Minutes: Regular Meeting of July 22, 2002 and Study Session of July 29, 2002 
 
Resolution #2002-08-459-E-2 
 
RESOLVED, That the Minutes of the 7:30 PM Regular Meeting of July 22, 2002 and 7:30 PM 
Study Session of July 29, 2002, be approved as submitted. 

E-3 Proposed City of Troy Proclamations: No Proclamations Proposed 
 

E-4 Temporary Water and Sanitary Sewer Service to Proposed Office Building in 
Rochester Hills 

 
Resolution #2002-08-459-E-4 
 
RESOLVED, That the Inter-local Agreement for Municipal Water and Sanitary Sewer Service 
from the City of Troy to property in Rochester Hills located on South Boulevard between John 
R and Dequindre and described as Parcel 1 in the Agreement is hereby APPROVED; and 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That service shall be provided only in the event that Rochester 
Hills has not completed its water and sewer extension project in time to accommodate the 
Talon Office Building; and 
 
BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED, That when Rochester Hills’ water and/or sewer systems become 
available to service the property, the owner shall connect to Rochester Hills’ system(s) and 
discontinue use of the Troy system, all in accordance with the terms of the Agreement. 

E-5 Sole Source – East Jordan Iron Works – Hydrant and Valve Repair Parts Contract 
 
Resolution #2002-08-459-E-5 
 
WHEREAS, East Jordan Iron Works, the manufacturer, has agreed to provide East Jordan 
hydrant and valve repair parts directly to the City of Troy at a 45% discount off list. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That a two-year contract with an option to renew for 
an additional two-years is hereby APPROVED with East Jordan Iron Works to provide East 
Jordan hydrant and valve repair parts at a 45% discount off list prices expiring October 16, 
2004. 

E-6 Standard Purchasing Resolution 1: Award to Low Bidder - Troy Daze 
Entertainment Tents 

 
Resolution #2002-08-459-E-6 
 
RESOLVED, That a contract to furnish, set up, and take down two (2) entertainment tents for 
the 2002 Magic of Fall/Troy Daze Festival is hereby awarded to the sole bidder, Special Events 
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Party Rental, at unit prices contained in the bid tabulation opened July 16, 2002, a copy of 
which shall be attached to the original minutes of this meeting at an estimated total cost of 
$12,240.00. 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the award is contingent upon contractor submission of 
properly executed bid and contract documents, including insurance certificates and all other 
specified requirements. 

E-7 Standard Purchasing Resolution 7:  Annual Participation Service Contract – Fire 
Records Management System Interlocal Agreement 

 
Resolution #2002-08-459-E-7 
 
RESOLVED, That a five-year interlocal agreement with Oakland County for participation in the 
Oakland County Fire Records Management System is hereby APPROVED at an estimated 
total cost of $65,380.00 expiring December 31, 2006. 

E-8 Private Agreement for INA USA Corporation – Project No. 02.917.3 
 
Resolution #2002-08-459-E-8 
 
RESOLVED, That the Contract for the Installation of Municipal Improvements (Private 
Agreement) between the City of Troy and INA USA Corporation is hereby APPROVED for the 
installation of sanitary sewer, storm sewer, water main, sidewalks and paving on the site and in 
the adjacent right-of-way, and the Mayor and City Clerk are authorized to execute the 
documents, a copy of which shall be attached to the original Minutes of this meeting. 

E-9 Best Value Process Award – Photographic Services 
 
Resolution #2002-08-459-E-9 
 
RESOLVED, That a two-year contract, with an option to renew for two additional years, to 
provide photographic services is hereby awarded to Laura McGuire Photography, the highest 
scoring bidder, as a result of a Best Value process which the Troy City Council determines as 
being in the public interest at an estimated cost of $21,050.00 annually, at unit prices contained 
in the bid tabulation opened July 17, 2002, a copy of which shall be attached to the original 
Minutes of this meeting; and 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the contract award is contingent upon contractor 
submission of properly executed proposal and contract documents, including insurance 
certificates and all other specified requirements. 
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E-10 Standard Purchasing Resolution 3: Exercise Renewal Option – Uniform Rental 
Services 

 
Resolution #2002-08-459-E-10 
 
WHEREAS, On August 7, 2000, a two-year contract with an option to renew for two additional 
years for uniform rental services was awarded to Cintas Uniform, the highest scoring bidder as 
a result of a best value process (Resolution #2000-366); and 
 
WHEREAS, Cintas Uniform has agreed to exercise the two-year option to renew under the 
same prices, terms, and conditions;  
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That the option to renew the contract is hereby 
exercised with Cintas Uniform to provide uniform rental services under the same prices, terms, 
and conditions for two years expiring August 31, 2004. 

E-11 Private Agreement for UnaSource II/ Beacon Health LLC – Project No. 02.918.3 
 
Resolution #2002-08-459-E-11 
 
RESOLVED, That the Contract for the Installation of Municipal Improvements (Private 
Agreement) between the City of Troy and UnaSource II/Beacon Health LLC, is hereby 
APPROVED for the installation of sanitary sewer, storm sewer, water main, sidewalks and 
paving on the site and in the adjacent right-of-way, and the Mayor and City Clerk are authorized 
to execute the documents; a copy of which shall be attached to the original Minutes of this 
meeting. 

E-12 Private Agreement for Drury Inns, Inc. – Project No. 02.909.3 
 
Resolution #2002-08-459-E-12 
 
RESOLVED, That the Contract for the Installation of Municipal Improvements (Private 
Agreement) between the City of Troy and Drury Inns, Inc. is hereby APPROVED for the 
installation of sanitary sewer, storm sewer, water main, sidewalks, and paving on the site and in 
the adjacent right-of-way, and the Mayor and City Clerk are authorized to execute the 
documents, a copy of which shall be attached to the original Minutes of this meeting. 

E-13 Private Agreement for Hare Express – 1300 E. Big Beaver – Project No. 01.943.3 
 
Resolution #2002-08-459-E-13 
 
RESOLVED, That the Contract for the Installation of Municipal Improvements (Private 
Agreement) between the City of Troy and H&H Terminals, LLC is hereby APPROVED for the 
installation of water main and paving on the site and in the adjacent right-of-way, and the 
Mayor and City Clerk are authorized to execute the documents, a copy of which shall be 
attached to the original Minutes of this meeting. 
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E-15 Request for Acceptance of Permanent Easements for Storm Drain – Woodside 
Bible Church – Project No. 00.110.1 – Harris Street Paving 

 
Resolution #2002-08-459-E-15 
 
RESOLVED, That the Permanent Easements from Woodside Bible Church, having Sidwell 
#88-20-22-476-011, #88-20-22-476-023, and #88-20-22-477-057, are hereby accepted for the 
construction, operation, maintenance and repair of public storm drain; and 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the City Clerk is hereby directed to record said documents 
with the Oakland County Register of Deeds, a copy of which shall be attached to the original 
Minutes of this meeting. 

E-16 Request for Approval of Easement Agreement – Section 22 – Water Main 
Replacement – Wattles Elementary School – Project No. 98.503.5 – Sidwell #88-20-
22-101-033 

 
Resolution #2002-08-459-E-16 
 
RESOLVED, That the Easement Agreement between Troy School District and the City of Troy 
be APPROVED and that the Mayor and City Clerk be authorized to sign the Easement 
Agreement for property having Sidwell #88-20-22-101-033 for Section 22 water main 
replacement; and 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the City Clerk is hereby directed to record said document 
with the Oakland County Register of Deeds, a copy of which shall be attached to the original 
Minutes of this meeting. 

E-17 Request for Acceptance of Permanent Sanitary Sewer Easement from Jayeson C. 
and Donna M. Brewster – Sidwell #88-20-24-226-045 – 2770 E. Wattles 

 
Resolution #2002-08-459-E-17 
 
RESOLVED, That the Permanent Easement for sanitary sewer from Jayeson C. and Donna M. 
Brewster, being part of property having Sidwell #88-20-24-226-045 is hereby ACCEPTED; and 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the City Clerk is hereby directed to record said document 
with the Oakland County Register of Deeds, a copy of which shall be attached to the original 
Minutes of this meeting. 
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E-19 Sole Source – Gregware Equipment Company – Poweram Model 1825 Rod 
Pusher/Puller 

 
Resolution #2002-08-459-E-19 
 
WHEREAS, Gregware Equipment Company is the sole source provider of the Poweram Model 
1825 Rod Pusher/Puller and accessories; and 
 
WHEREAS, The equipment is a self-contained unit providing a faster and more stable set-up 
with enhanced operator safety; 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That a contract is hereby awarded to Gregware 
Equipment Company, the sole source provider of the Poweram Model 1815 Rod Pusher/Puller 
and accessories at an estimated total cost of $11,501.00, which includes freight. 

E-20 Sale and Purchase of Personal Property – Lawn Maintenance Equipment Rotary 
Mowers 

 
Resolution #2002-08-459-E-20 
 
RESOLVED, That a contract to sell three (3) rotary mowers at a price of $10,050.00, and to 
purchase one (1) zero-turn radius riding rotary mower at an estimated cost of $8,677.46, from 
W.F. Miller Company is hereby APPROVED through the State of Michigan Extended 
Purchasing Agreement with Excel Hustler Company for an estimated net total due the City of 
$1,372.54. 

E-21 Request for Approval of Purchase Agreement – Robert E. Schumann and Susan 
Schumann – Wattles Sidewalk – North Side – Ramblewood to Morningdale – 
Sidwell #88-20-13-476-015 – Parcel #10 

 
Resolution #2002-08-459-E-21 
 
RESOLVED, That the Agreement to Purchase between Robert E. Schumann and Susan 
Schumann and the City of Troy, having Sidwell #88-20-13-476-015, for the acquisition of right-
of-way for the proposed Wattles Sidewalk, North Side, Ramblewood to Morningdale, is hereby 
APPROVED; and 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That authorization is hereby granted to purchase right-of-way in 
the Agreement referenced above in the amount of $51,812.77, plus closing costs. 
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ITEM TAKEN OUT OF ORDER 

E-18 Standard Purchasing Resolution 6: Grant Approval and Authorization to Expend 
City Funds – Bulletproof Vests – Sole Source – Michigan Quality Second Chance 

 
Resolution #2002-08-460 
Moved by Eisenbacher  
Seconded by Pryor  
 
RESOLVED, That the Troy City Council does hereby authorize the Troy Police Department to 
seek grants for bulletproof vests through the Department of Justice, Bulletproof Vest 
Partnership Grant Program and purchase the vests from Michigan Quality Second Chance 
Vest Company, the sole source provider of the Second Chance Ultima ® 9th Generation Level 
IIA++SC or Level III A body armor in Michigan for an estimated total cost of $98,640.00; and 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That if the grant is approved, the expenditure of matching City 
funds for one-half the cost of the vests IS hereby authorized. 
 
Yes: All-7  
 
Suspend City Council Rules #21 and Continue with Agenda 
 
Resolution #2002-08-461 
469Moved by Beltramini  
Seconded by Broomfield  
 
RESOLVED, That the City Council suspend the Rules of Procedure #21 and continue 
discussion on Agenda items to 12:30 AM 
 
Yes: All-7  
 
REGULAR BUSINESS 

F-1 Appointments to Boards and Committees: Mayoral Appointments: None and 
Council Appointments: (a) Advisory Committee for Persons w/Disabilities; (b) 
Advisory Committee for Senior Citizens; (c) Animal Control Appeal Board; (d) 
CATV Advisory Committee; (e) Historic District Commission; (f) Historical 
Commission; (g) Parks and Recreation Board; (h) Planning Commission; (i) Traffic 
Committee; and (j) Troy Daze 

 
Resolution #2002-08-462 
Moved by Howrylak  
Seconded by Lambert  
 
RESOLVED, That the following persons are hereby appointed by the City Council to serve on 
the Boards and Committees as indicated: 
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(f) Historical Commission 
 
Edward Bortner    Term Expires 07-31-2005 
 
Roger Kaniarz    Term Expires 07-31-2005 
 
Yes: All-7  
 
Appointments Carried-Over as Item F-1 on the Next Regular City Council Meeting 
Agenda Scheduled for August 19, 2002: 
 
Mayoral Appointments with Council Approval: 
 
None 
 
Council Appointments: 
 
(a) Advisory Committee for Persons with Disabilities 
 
         Student Term Expires 07-01-2003 
 
         Student Term Expires 07-01-2003 
 
(b) Advisory Committee for Senior Citizens 
 
         Unexpired Term Expires 04-30-2003 
 
(c) Animal Control Appeal Board 
 
         Term Expires 09-30-2003 
 
(d) CATV Advisory Board 
 
         Student Term Expires 07-01-2003 
 
(e) Historic District Commission 
 
         Term Expires 03-01-2005 
 
(f) Historical Commission 
 
         Student Term Expires 07-01-2003 
 
        Term Expires 07-31-2005 
 
(g) Parks and Recreation Board 
 
         School Rep Term Expires 07-31-2003  
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(h) Planning Commission 
 
         Student Term Expires 07-01-2003 
 
(i) Traffic Committee 
  
         Student Term Expires 07-01-2003 
 
(j) Troy Daze 
 
         Student Term Expires 07-01-2003 
 

F-2 Closed Session 
 
Resolution #2002-08-463 
Moved by Pryor  
Seconded by Pallotta  
 
RESOLVED, That the City Council direct City Management to proceed in accordance with the 
staff recommendation. 
 
Yes: Beltramini, Lambert, Pallotta, Pryor  
No: Broomfield, Eisenbacher, Howrylak  
 
MOTION CARRIED 

F-6 Elected Officials Academy Core Weekender – October 4 and 5, 2002 – Shanty 
Creek, Bellaire, Michigan 

 
Resolution #2002-08-464 
Moved by Pallotta  
Seconded by Howrylak  
 
RESOLVED, That APPROVAL is granted for interested City Council Members to attend the 
Michigan Municipal League’s Elected Officials Academy Core Weekender scheduled for 
October 4 and 5, 2002 at Shanty Creek, Michigan. 
 
Yes: All-7  
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F-7 Condemnation of West 60-Feet of Parcel #88-20-12-301-001 for a Right-of-Way for 
the John R Sidewalk Project 

 
Resolution #2002-08-465 
Moved by Lambert  
Seconded by Beltramini  
 
RESOLVED, That the City Attorney is hereby AUTHORIZED to initiate litigation to quiet title to 
the west 60 feet of Parcel #88-20-12-301-001 so that it may be acquired for a right-of-way for 
the John R Sidewalk Project and to execute and deliver any and all documents and papers and 
to expend necessary funds expedient for the prosecution of such proceedings or settlement of 
such claims on proceedings by and with the expressed approval of this Council; and 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the City Attorney is hereby authorized to initiate 
condemnation litigation to acquire the west 60 feet of parcel #88-20-12-301-001 for a right-of-
way for the John R Sidewalk Project, and to execute and deliver any and all documents and 
papers, and to expend necessary funds expedient for the prosecution of such proceedings or 
settlement of such claims on proceeding by and with the expressed approval of this Council. 
 
Yes: All-7  

F-8 Amendment to Chapter 106 – Section 5.62 
 
Resolution #2002-08-466 
Moved by Beltramini  
Seconded by Pallotta  
 
RESOLVED, That an ordinance amendment to Chapter 106, Section 5.62 is hereby ADOPTED 
as recommended by the City Attorney. A copy of this ordinance shall be attached to the original 
Minutes of this meeting. 
 
Yes: All-7 

F-9 Section 1 Golf Course – Change Order #1 
 
Resolution #2002-08-467 
Moved by Pallotta  
Seconded by Lambert  
 
RESOLVED, That Change Order #1 is AUTHORIZED to Troy Golf, L.L.C. in the amount of 
$1,623,230.00 for landfill capping and methane venting on the site of the proposed Section 1 
golf course. 
 
Yes: All-7  
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F-10 Award of Contract for Architectural Services for Fire Station #3 
 
Resolution #2002-08-468 
Moved by Pallotta  
Seconded by Broomfield  
 
RESOLVED, That the City Manager and City Attorney are hereby AUTHORIZED to negotiate a 
contract for approval of City Council with the firm of JSN design, Inc. for architectural services 
relating to the construction of a new Fire Station #3 for a sum not to exceed $82,500.00 plus an 
additional amount not to exceed $3,000.00 for reimbursable expenses in accordance with their 
proposal dated June 14, 2002; and 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the City Manager and City Attorney are hereby 
AUTHORIZED to negotiate a contract for approval of City Council with the firm of JM Olson for 
construction management services relating to the construction of a new Fire Station #3. 
 
Yes: All-7  

F-11 Resolution - Revenue Sharing Veto Override 
 
Resolution #2002-08-469 
Moved by Pallotta  
Seconded by Beltramini  
 
WHEREAS, The Michigan State Senate and State House of Representatives supported the 
balanced budget that provides funds to our local communities; and  
 
WHEREAS, The legislature passed a balanced budget on a bipartisan basis understanding that 
their constituents place a high priority on making sure that police officers are equipped to respond; 
fire fighters are trained; drinking water is clean; local roads are maintained and  repaired; and the 
many other basic and essential services provided by municipal governments; and 
 
WHEREAS, While municipalities must pass balanced budgets each year, Governor John 
Engler violated the good faith of Troy and other cities, villages and townships with his veto that 
revokes State Shared Revenues. Municipalities rely on and are due these funds, which were 
included in all their current budgets. The Governor’s veto of $2.7 million due to the City of Troy 
and over $70 million county-wide was a financial shock felt across Michigan; and 
 
WHEREAS, Under State Proposal A, the State 50% Sales Tax increase was designed to 
support the State of Michigan budget and State Shared Revenues that the Governor’s veto 
revoked; and  
 
WHEREAS, Members of the State’s Legislature supported an increase in the cigarette tax to 
support the State government’s budget with understanding that State Shared Revenues were 
still protected, and 
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That the City Council of the City of Troy encourages 
all legislators to again support these community priorities by voting to override the Governor’s 
veto; 
  
BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED, That the City Council hereby orders that a copy of this document 
be copied to Michigan’s Governor John Engler, State Senator Shirley Johnson; State 
Representatives John Pappageorge and Robert Gosselin as well as candidates for governor 
James Blanchard, David Bonior, Jennifer Granholm, Dick Posthumus and John Schwarz; and 
candidate for State Representative District 41, Richard Fischer, Jr. 
 
Yes: All-7  
 
COUNCIL COMMENTS/REFERRALS 

Proposed Council Rules of Procedure Amendment – Council Member Beltramini 
 
Resolution #2002-08-470 
Moved by Beltramini   
Seconded by Howrylak  
 
RESOLVED, That Rule Number 4 of the Council Rules is amended as presented. 
 
Yes: All-7  

REPORTS AND COMMUNICATIONS 

 
G-1 Minutes – Boards and Committees: 
(a) CATV Advisory Committee/Final – April 17, 2002 
(b) Liquor Advisory Committee/Final – May 13, 2002 
(c) Youth Council/Final – May 29, 2002 
(d) Ad Hoc Parks Committee/Final – May 30, 2002 
(e) Downtown Development Authority-8:00 AM /Draft – June 19, 2002 
(f) Downtown Development Authority-1:10 PM /Draft – June 19, 2002 
(g) Historical Commission/Final – June 25, 2002 
(h) Planning Commission/Draft – June 25, 2002 
(i) Troy Daze/Draft – June 25, 2002 
(j) Liquor Advisory Committee/Draft – July 8, 2002 
(k) Youth Council/Draft – July 10, 2002  
(l) Ad Hoc Parks Committee/Draft – July 11, 2002 
(m) CATV Advisory Committee/Draft – July 18, 2002 

Noted and Filed 

G-2 Department Reports: 
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G-3 Announcement of Public Hearings: 
(a) Request for Street Vacation (SV-174) – Sylvanwood Garden Subdivision Number 1 – 

Scheduled for Regular City Council Meeting – Monday, August 19, 2002 
(b) Request for Street Vacation (SV-14) – Alley Located East of Livernois and South of 

Arthur Street – Section 27 – Scheduled for Regular City Council Meeting – Monday, 
August 19, 2002 

(c) Proposed Zoning Ordinance Text Amendment – Article XXXV – Planned Unit 
Development (PUD – 35.30.00) – Scheduled for Regular City Council Meeting – 
Monday, August 19, 2002 

Noted and Filed 
 
G-4 Proposed Proclamations/Resolutions from Other Organizations: 
 
G-5  Letters of Appreciation: 
(a) Troy Public Library Card Received from Cynthia Buchanan Thanking Arline Nadler and 

Phillip Kwik for their Assistance 
(b) E-mail from Kathy Czarnecki to Gary Shripka Regarding a Phone Conversation She had 

with Mark Calice (Employees’ Retirement System Board of Trustees) in Which He 
Complimented Ginny Norvell  

(c) Letter from Dennis M. Troshak, Metro Detroit ASA -  to Carol Anderson Thanking Her, 
Stu Alderman, and Scott Mercer for Hosting the Girls Fast Pitch Great Lakes Regional at 
Flynn Park 

(d) Letter from the Michigan Public Purchasing Officers Association to Jeanette Bennett 
Thanking Her for Her Presentation at the 2002 Summer Regional Meeting 

(e) E-Mail from Chris Steigerwald – DuPont Performance Coatings to Chief William Nelson 
Thanking the Troy Fire Department for Their Help with DuPont’s 200th Year Anniversary 
Celebration 

(f) Letter from Dan Ewald Complimenting Marvin Ash and His Crew for the Superb Job 
They do in Maintaining Sylvan Glen Golf Course 

(g) Letter from Susan Shepanek to Carol Anderson Thanking Her for the Concert Series 
Held at the Civic Center 

Noted and Filed 
 
G-6  Calendar 

Noted and Filed 
 
G-7  Memorandum – Re: New Development Standard for Detention Ponds 

Noted and Filed 
 
G-8  Memorandum – Re: Building Operations Department 

Noted and Filed 
 
G-9  Memorandum – Re: PUD Examples 

Noted and Filed 
 
G-10  Letter from Mark Dineen – WideOpenWest - Senior Vice President and General 

Manager to Cynthia Stewart - City of Troy - Community Affairs Director 
Noted and Filed 
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G-11  Memorandum – Re: Drain Enclosure at 5177 Somerton 

Noted and Filed 
 
G-12  Memorandum – Re: Citizens for the Troy Family Aquatic Center Committee 

Noted and Filed 
 
G-15  Memorandum – Re: Troy v. Papdelis 

Noted and Filed 
 
G-16  Memorandum – Re: Dorothy Scott & Frank Straub v. City of Troy 

Noted and Filed 
 
G-18  Memorandum – Re: Proposed Study Session Topics 

Noted and Filed 
 
G-19  Memorandum – Re: Request for Funding – Asian Pacific Program for Seniors of 

Oakland County 
Noted and Filed 

 
G-20 Memorandum – Re: Emerald Ash Borer 

Noted and Filed 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 

The meeting adjourned at 12:12 AM 
 
 
      __________________________________________ 

Matt Pryor, Mayor 
 
 
      __________________________________________ 

     Tonni L. Bartholomew - City Clerk 
 



CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - DRAFT      August 9, 2002 
 

 1

A Special Meeting of the Troy City Council was held Friday, August 9, 2002, at City Hall, 500 
W. Big Beaver Road. Mayor Matt Pryor called the Meeting to order at 5:30 PM. 

ROLL CALL 

PRESENT: Mayor Matt Pryor 
Robin E. Beltramini (Absent) 
Cristina Broomfield 
David Eisenbacher (Absent)  
Martin F. Howrylak (Absent) 
David A. Lambert 
Anthony N. Pallotta 

 
Vote on Resolution to Excuse Council Members Beltramini, Eisenbacher and Howrylak 
 
Resolution #2002-08-471 
Moved by Pallotta   
Seconded by Lambert  
 
RESOLVED, That Council Members Beltramini, Eisenbacher and Howrylak be excused. 
 
Yes:  Pryor, Broomfield, Lambert, Pallotta  
Absent: Beltramini, Eisenbacher, Howrylak  

1  Section 1 Golf Course; Tree Preservation/Removal Issues  
 
Resolution #2002-08-472 
Moved by Pallotta   
Seconded by Lambert  
 
RESOLVED, That City Council authorizes the contractor to begin removing trees on the 
Section 1 golf course site to permit construction of tees, fairways and greens as shown on the 
approved site plan, and as demarcated in the field; and 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That only those trees delineating the perimeter of the tees, 
fairways and greens are required to be tagged and plotted using global positioning satellite 
(GPS); and  
 
BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED, That any additional trees to be removed beyond those authorized 
above must first be approved by City Council. 
 
Yes:  Pryor, Broomfield, Lambert, Pallotta  
Absent: Beltramini, Eisenbacher, Howrylak  
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PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
 
The meeting adjourned at 6:25 PM 
 
 
      __________________________________________ 

Matt Pryor, Mayor 
 
 
      __________________________________________ 

     Gary A. Shripka, Assistant City Manager/Services 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
August 8, 2002 
 
 
 
TO:   The Honorable Mayor and City Council   
 
FROM:  John Szerlag, City Manager 
  Gary A. Shripka, Assistant City Manager/Services 

Douglas J. Smith, Real Estate & Development Director 
Patricia A. Petitto, Senior Right of Way Representative 

 
SUBJECT: Request for Acceptance of Warranty Deed and Easements 
  Cedar Ridge Estates Condominiums – Pratt Building Company 

Project No. 00.938.3 - Sidwell #88-20-24-377-014 thru -022 
 
In connection with the construction of the Cedar Ridge Estates site condominium 
development on the north side of Big Beaver Road east of John R Road, the Real 
Estate & Development Department has acquired the documents listed below.  The 
consideration on each document is $1. 
 
 GRANTOR    TYPE OF DOCUMENT 
 Pratt Building Company  Warranty Deed for Pratt Drive  
 Pratt Building Company  Warranty Deed for Big Beaver Right of  
       Way 
 Pratt Building Company  Warranty Deed for Detention Area 
 Pratt Building Company  Permanent Easement for Storm Sewer 
 Pratt Building Company  Permanent Easement for Sanitary   
      Sewer 
 Pratt Building Company  Public Utilities Easement Adjacent to 
       Detention Area   
 
 
In order for the developers to proceed with this project, management recommends 
that City Council accept the attached deeds and easements. 
 
 
cc:  Steve Vandette, City Engineer 
      William Need, Public Works Director 
       Parcel File 
 
Att. 
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August 9, 2002 
 
 
TO:  The Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 
FROM: John Szerlag, City Manager 
  Gary A. Shripka, Assistant City Manager/Services 
  Douglas J. Smith, Real Estate & Development Director 
  Larysa Figol, Right of Way Representative 
 
SUBJECT: Request for Acceptance of Permanent Easement for Storm/Sewer 

Drain from Jack C. and Joyce Zimmerman – 530 Kenyon St. 
 Sidwell #88-20-35-305-015 
 
In connection with the installation of a rear yard drainage project on Kenyon St., 
the Real Estate and Development Department has acquired a permanent 
easement from Jack C. and Joyce Zimmerman of 530 Kenyon St., having Sidwell 
#88-20-35-305-015.  The consideration amount is $1.00. 
 
In order to proceed with this project, we recommend that City Council accept the 
attached permanent easement. 
 
 
 
cc:  William Need, Public Works Director 
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August 13, 2002 
 
TO:  The Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 
FROM: John Szerlag, City Manager 
  Gary A. Shripka, Assistant City Manager/Services 

Jeanette Bennett, Director of Purchasing 
Steven Vandette, City Engineer 

     
SUBJECT: Standard Purchasing Resolution 1: Award to Low Bidder  
 Section 22 SW ¼ , Bituminous Overlay, Contract No. 02-5  
   
RECOMMENDATION 
 
The Engineering Department recommends that City Council award a contract for 
Section 22 SW ¼ , Bituminous Overlays to the low bidder, Metropolitan Asphalt Paving, 
Inc., 13000 Newburgh Road, Livonia, MI 48150 for their low bid of $169,665.00 
contingent upon submission of proper proposal and bid documents, including insurance 
certificates, bonds and all specified requirements. 
 
In addition, we are requesting authorization to add work due to unforeseen 
circumstances, not to exceed 10% of the original project cost. 
 
SUMMARY 
 
Bids were received and publicly read on August 6, 2002 with seven contractors 
responding. The low bidder was Metropolitan Asphalt Paving Inc., as indicated in the 
attached tabulation of bids.  Metropolitan Asphalt Paving Inc.’s experience and 
references were verified and found satisfactory.  The bituminous overlay project 
includes a bituminous overlay of Louis, Troy, Frankton, Helena, Talbot, Kilmer, 
Ellenboro and Hartland streets in Section 22.  The project schedule calls for completion 
of the entire project by November 15, 2002. 
 
FUNDING 
 
The engineer’s estimate at the time of bidding was $252,500.  Funds are available to 
complete this project in the 2002/03 Local Road budget, account number 
401499.7989.021015.  The budgeted amount of $330,000 includes funds for 
construction, inspection and contingencies.   
 
 
9 Bids Sent 
7   Bids Received 
 
 
Prepared by: William J. Huotari, Deputy City Engineer 
Contracts - 2002\02-5  Section 22 SW Quarter\Bid Award_R1.doc 
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August 12, 2002 
 
 
 
TO:  The Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 
FROM  John Szerlag, City Manager 
                        John M. Lamerato, Assistant City Manager/Finance and Administration 
  William Need, Public Works Director 
  Jeanette Bennett, Purchasing Director 
   
SUBJECT:   Approval to Participate in the St. Clair County Auction on September 7, 2002 

and Disposal of Motor Pool Equipment -  
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Mid-Thumb Auctioneers SVC LLC was awarded a contract for auction services by the Troy 
City Council (Resolution #2001-03-160-E-9).  The contract contained a provision for 
auction items to be removed from City property and combined at auction locations 
sponsored by Mid-Thumb Auctioneers.  Staff requests permission to participate in the St. 
Clair County Auction and dispose of Motor Pool equipment delineated on the attached list. 
 
 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 
 
City of Troy departments have combined in the past with other entities such as the Troy 
School District to auction equipment.  We have found this to be very advantageous since 
the City does not incur the costs for holding the auction such as traffic control, security 
services, staff time, equipment rental for such items as porta-johns, etc.   
 
The St. Clair County Auction is anticipated to be a great location to auction the current 
Motor Pool equipment since the area is rural and the equipment to be auctioned consists 
of equipment that is conducive to farm use.   
 
 
BUDGET 
 
A check is cut from the proceeds of the auction, less the contracted commission for the 
auctioneer’s services. 
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VEHICLE AUCTION LIST 

 
INVENTOR
Y NUMBER 

MAKE PURCHASE 
DATE 

MODEL 

341 FORD 9/30/68 Diesel tractor with concrete 
breaker and trailer 

469  6/30/71 Asphalt Roller with gas engine 
and trailer 

540 BEMIS 9/1/80 Trailer mounted arrow board with 
gas engine 

546  7/18/79 Trailer mounted Hot Pressure 
Washer 

549 DIETZ 1/1/70 Trailer mounted arrow board with 
gas engine 

612 DAVIS 6/30/79 Trencher, gas engine, self-
propelled track drive 

615 TORO 6/30/92 450D Reelmaster diesel powered 
mower 

623 FORD 917-H 5/30/89 Flail Mower, 3 point hitch 
 

625 FORD 917-H 5/30/89 Flail Mower, 3 point hitch 
 

627 FORD 917-H 5/30/89 Flail Mower, 3 point hitch 
 

631 & 632 JACOBSON 10/9/78 Riding sweeper 
 

641 FORD 9/9/69 Farm Tractor with rotary mower, 
gas 

643 FORD 5/31/80 Farm Tractor with flail mower, 
diesel 

644 FORD 6/2/80 Farm Tractor with Mott Interstate 
Mowers (3) 

506 SWENSEN 1989 Spreader, 16 yard, V-bottom  
 

507 SWENSEN 1989 Spreader, 16 yard, V-bottom 
 

 



 TO:  The Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 
FROM: John Szerlag, City Manager 

John M. Lamerato, Assistant City Manager/Finance & Admin. 
Cindy Stewart, Community Affairs Director 

 
SUBJECT: Proposed 2003 City Council Meetings  
 
DATE:  August 13, 2002 
 
 
The Community Affairs Department is working on the 2003 City Calendar.   We need your 
assistance regarding dates for the 2003 City Council meetings.  The following dates take into 
account all holidays and election days and are submitted for your approval: 
 
Monday, January 6 & 13  
Monday, February 3 & 17   
Monday, March 3 & 17 
Monday, April 14 & 28 
Monday, May 5 & 12 
Monday, June 2 & 16 
Monday, July 7 & 21 
Monday, August 4 & 18 
Monday, September 8 & 22 
Monday, October 6 & 20 
Monday, November 3 & 17 
Monday, December 1 & 15 
 
These are dates for Liquor Violation Hearings 
Monday, February 24 7:30 pm 
Wednesday, February 26 7:30 pm 
 
 
RESOLVED, That the City Council shall hold Regular meetings on the first and third Mondays of 
each month at 7:30 p.m. with the exception of May, and in observance of a holiday, or City general 
election day, then the Council shall meet on the second and fourth Mondays; and 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That Study meetings may be scheduled on the fourth Monday of 
each month or as needed. 
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August 13, 2002 
 

TO:  The Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 

FROM: John Szerlag, City Manager 
  John Lamerato, Assistant City Manager/Finance and Administration 
  Gary A. Shripka, Assistant City Manager/Services 

Steven Vandette, City Engineer 
     
SUBJECT: Preliminary Engineering Services for Stephenson, 14 Mile to I-75 

Project No. 02.201.5 
 
 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
 
The Engineering Department advertised for technical proposals for Preliminary 
Engineering Services for the rehabilitation of Stephenson Highway, from 14 Mile to I-75.  
Proposals were received from the following ten (10) consultants: 
 

1. Finkbeiner, Pettis & Strout, 41441 Eleven Mile, Novi, MI 
2. Fishbeck, Thompson, Carr & Huber, 39205 County Club, Farmington Hills, MI  
3. GM Engineers, 19631 W. Eight Mile, Detroit, MI 
4. HNTB, 155 W. Congress, Detroit, MI 
5. Hubbell, Roth & Clark, 555 Hulet, Bloomfield Hills, MI 
6. Midwestern Consulting, 3815 Plaza, Ann Arbor, MI 
7. Northwest Consultants, 6215 Canton Center, Canton, MI 
8. Professional Engineering, 2430 Rochester, Troy, MI 
9. Spalding DeDecker, 905 South Boulevard, Rochester Hills, MI 
10. Wade-Trim, 25251 Northline Road, Taylor, MI 

 
In accordance with the MDOT Consultant Selection process (Exhibit 1), a three person 
review committee consisting of the City Engineer, Deputy City Engineer and Civil 
Engineer, rated the consultants based on each firm’s understanding of the project, past 
experience with similar projects and other items as listed on the review sheet (Exhibit 
2).   
 
Based on the committee rating results, Spalding DeDecker Associates, Inc. (SDA) 
received the highest score.  Total final scores for all consultants are presented in 
Exhibit 3.  SDA was asked to submit a priced proposal based on guidelines prepared by 
the Engineering Department. 
 
This is the last of the five (5) preliminary engineering projects to be awarded.  
Previously approved design projects were awarded to Orchard, Hiltz & McCliment, Inc. 
(John R, Long Lake to Square Lake and John R, Square Lake to South Boulevard) and 
to Hubbell, Roth & Clark, Inc. (Rochester, Barclay to Trinway and Livernois, Long Lake 
to Square Lake). 
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The Honorable Mayor and City Council 
August 13, 2002 
Page 2 of 2 

 
 
PROPOSAL INFORMATION 
 
The fee for Preliminary Engineering submitted by SDA is $228,399.91.  SDA’s 
proposed hours, at 2,805 for the design work, are among the lowest total hours 
proposed for the scope of services.  SDA has completed several projects with a similar 
scope of services and are very familiar with these types of projects.      
 
Prior to accepting the price proposal, engineering staff met with SDA to discuss and 
confirm their understanding of the required scope of services and specific design 
elements.  Based on this discussion, SDA submitted a revised price proposal that is 
$11,498.75 less than their original proposal.  A copy of SDA’s price proposal is included 
as Exhibit 4.     
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff recommends awarding the Preliminary Engineering services for the rehabilitation 
of Stephenson Highway, from 14 Mile to I-75 to Spalding DeDecker Associates, Inc. 
and authorizing the Mayor and Clerk to execute the Preliminary Engineering Agreement 
with SDA for a not to exceed fee of $228,399.91.   
 
The consultant selection process used by the City along with the Preliminary 
Engineering Agreement will be reviewed and approved by MDOT prior to final execution 
of the agreement. 
 
BUDGET 
 
Funds are available for preliminary engineering in the proposed 2002-03 Major Road 
Capital budget, account number 401479.7989.022015.  SDA would not be authorized to 
begin any work on this design project until authorization is received from MDOT.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prepared by: William J. Huotari, Deputy City Engineer 
G:\Projects\Projects - 2002\02.201.5 - Stephenson, 14 Mile to I75\Preliminary Engineering\To CC re Final Selection_R2.doc 
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August 13, 2002 
 
 
 
TO:     Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 
 
FROM: John Szerlag, City Manager 
  Gary Shripka, Assistant City Manager/Services 
  Doug Smith, Real estate and Development Director 
  Dennis C. Stephens, Right of Way Representative 
 
 
SUBJECT: Final Action on the Troy (Mastin) Street vacation - Section 27- Caverly 
Heights and Greenough Heights subdivisons 
 
 
On November 15, 1999, in Resolution #99-518, the vacating of the Troy (Mastin) street 
between Hickory and Starr streets, abutting lots 63 and 64 of Caverly Heights 
subdivision, and lots 87 and 88 of Greenough Heights subdivision, except the south 5 
feet, was authorized.  Final action was subject to the completion of two conditions, which 
are: 
 

1) The voluntary dedication for $1.00, of 5- foot permanent easement for 
sidewalk, public utilities, and storm drainage over the Hickory street frontage 
of the benefiting properties; 

2) The voluntary dedication fee for $1.00, of 6- foot permanent easements for 
public utilities and storm drainage / sewer along the rear lot lines of all 
benefiting properties. 

 
These conditions have now all been met, as the real estate and development department 
has now received the voluntary dedication, for $1.00, the required permanent easements. 
City staff recommends the final vacation of Troy (Mastin) street, between Starr and 
Hickory streets and the acceptance of the permanent required easements for recording.  
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August 13, 2002 
 
 
TO:  The Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 
FROM: John Szerlag, City Manager 
  Gary Shripka, Assistant City Manager/Services 
  Lori Bluhm, City Attorney 
  Steve Vandette, City Engineer 
  John Abraham, Traffic Engineer 
 
SUBJECT: Traffic Signal Maintenance Agreement 
  Wattles and Athens High School Drive 
 
Enclosed please find an Agreement for traffic signal installation and maintenance for 
the proposed traffic signal at Wattles Road and the new drive from Athens High School.   
 
The RCOC requests a City Council resolution approving the cost agreement and a copy 
of the signed agreement for their files.  Wattles Road is under the jurisdiction of the City 
and the new drive under the Troy School District and hence the installation and 
maintenance costs will be split at 50%.  Our Legal Department has reviewed the 
agreement and are concerned about the clause that holds the Road commission 
harmless in the event of any claims.  Our Attorney’s office discussed this with the Legal 
Department of the RCOC but were unsuccessful in changing the wording on the 
agreement.  The only way we could circumvent this would be to install and maintain the 
signal using City resources, which will be quite expensive.  Please note that the 
agreement is the same as the ones for all other traffic signals in the City. 
 
Staff recommends approval of the agreement. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
\\CITYHALL2\TrafficEngineering\John's Documents\Coolidge Xover traffic signal maint agr memo to CC.doc 
 

City of Troy
E-12









City of Troy
E-13



















August 15, 2002  
 
To:               The Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 
From:           John Szerlag, City Manager 
  Gary A. Shripka, Assistant City Manager/Services 
                    Jeanette Bennett, Purchasing Director 
               Carol Anderson, Director of Parks and Recreation 
 
Subject: Standard Purchasing Resolution 1: Award To Low Bidder – Sole Bid 

Playground Equipment – Troy Community Center, Preschool Courtyard 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
The Park & Recreation Department recommends that City Council award a contract to furnish and install 
playground equipment in the Troy Community Center Preschool Courtyard to the sole bidder, Rolar 
Incorporated, 33333 Dequindre “B”, Troy, MI 48083 at an estimated total cost of $37,800.00, as per the 
price quoted in the attached bid tabulation opened May 14, 2002.  The award is contingent upon contractor 
submission of proper contract and bid documents, including insurance certificates, bonds, and all specified 
requirements. 
 
In addition, we are requesting authorization to add or delete work due to unforeseen circumstances, not to 
exceed 10% of the original project cost. 
   
BACKGROUND 
 
STANDARDIZATION:  In 1998, management staff authorized the standardization of play equipment 
following the city-wide playground audit conducted that year.  Many of the City’s play structures were found 
to be out of compliance with safety and ADA guidelines, and were removed. Staff researched play 
equipment, and recommended a manufacturer that could meet or exceed all guidelines for safety and 
accessibility. As a result of this investigation, Landscape Structures was chosen as the play equipment 
manufacturer that not only met all guidelines, but also offered the most unique play experience. 
Specifications for the ten (10) play structures that went out to bid in 1999 were based upon the Landscape 
Structures equipment. The bids were sent to a variety of contractors and distributors of both Landscape 
Structures play equipment as well as companies representing other equipment manufacturers. 
 
SOLE BID:  Rolar is not the only company that can install the Landscape Structures, nor are they the 
preferred installer of the equipment distributor, DP and Hoffman. In this case, Rolar acts as the general 
contractor on the project and subcontracts the actual installation.  The play equipment will be installed by  
Michigan Playground Construction, and the installation of the safety surface to another contractor who 
specializes in the “pour in place” rubberized safety surfacing material.  It should be noted that any company 
can contract to install Landscape Structures play equipment. They would purchase it from the distributor, DP 
and Hoffman, and then install it. Rolar does not have an exclusive relationship with the manufacturer or 
distributor.   
 
The project was posted on thebluebook.com which has stimulated competition on a variety of projects in the 
past.  We do know that playground equipment installation is considered a “high hazard” project by the 
insurance industry since there are many injury claims as a result of playground equipment.  This can 
discourage companies from participating in the process. 
  
BUDGET  
Funds are to be available in the Community Center Capital Account #401755.7978.045 
 
36 Bids Sent 
  7 Bid Responses Rec’d 
  6 No Bids 
 
Prepared by: Ron Hynd, Landscape Analyst 
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CITY OF TROY SBP 02-10
Opening Date -- 5-14-02 BID TABULATION
Date Prepared -- 7/29/02 PLAYGROUND EQUIPMENT - TROY COMM. CTR

VENDOR NAME: **

CHECK # -- 621117695
CHECK AMOUNT -- 1,890.0$       

PROPOSAL:  FURNISH AND INSTALL PLAYGROUND EQUIPMENT FOR TROY COMMUNITY CENTER PRESCHOOL
        COURTYARD

COMPLETE FOR THE SUM OF : 37,800.00$   

SCHEDULE OF VALUES:  Marked as N/A

SITE INSPECTION: Y/N YES
DATE 5/7/02

COMPLETION SCHEDULE:
Can Meet XX
Cannot Meet

INSURANCE: Can Meet XX
Cannot Meet

PRODUCTS AND COMPLETED OPERATION COVERAGE
Can Meet
Cannot Meet XX -- Included in our bid

TERMS: NET 30

WARRANTY: PER MFG

EXCEPTIONS: NONE

NO BIDS:
  Ultra Play Systems
  Play Environments Inc
  RJ Thomas Mfg Company ** DENOTES SOLE BIDDER
  Engan-Tooley-Doyle
  Sportmaster
  Michigan Playgrounds LLC

ATTEST:
  MaryAnn Hays
  Ron Hynd ___________________________
  Linda Bockstanz Jeanette Bennett

Purchasing Director

G: Playground Equipment-Troy Comm. Ctr 

ROLAR INC



ADVANCED IRRIGATION SYSTEMS INC
1183 COMBERMERE
TROY  MI  48083-2701

ANACONDA SPORTS
1221 ULSTER AVE
KINGSTON  NY  12401

ATTN  DAN PERREAULT
PLAY WORK - DP HOFFMAN
P O BOX 1570
BRIGHTON  MI  48116

ATTN GEORGE MCQUADE
RECREATION UNLIMITED
15150 HERRIMAN BLVD
NOBLESVILLE  IN  46060

ATTN ROBERT VOLMERING
K & V CONTRACTORS
5901 MUNCE
WHITE LAKE  MI  48383

ATTN TOM MALISZEWSKI
WCI CONTRACTORS
20210 CONNER
DETROIT  MI  48234

BILL FRITZ SPORTS CORPORATION
1072 CLASSIC RD
APEX  NC  27502

CONTINENTAL LEISURE/ SEAVEY CORPORATION
P O BOX 1409
HOLLAND  MI  49422-1409

D E EVANS CONSTRUCTION CO
11801 GRAND RIVER
BRIGHTON  MI  48116

DANT CLAYTON CORPORATION
P O BOX 740008
LOUISVILLE  KY  40210

DP & HOFFMAN PLAY WORKS INC
P O BOX 1570
BRIGHTON  MI  48116

ENGAN-TOOLEY-DOYLE & ASSOCIATES INC
P O BOX 829
OKEMOS  MI  48805-0829

ENVIRONMENTAL PLAYSYSTEMS CORP
506 MINTHORN
ELSINORE  CA  92530

JACK GOLDEN ASSOCIATES
16475 STRICKER
EASTPOINTE  MI  48021



JAMESTOWN ADVANCED PRODUCTS 
CORPORATION
2855 GIRTS ROAD
JAMESTOWN  NY  14701

JENNINGS OF MICHIGAN
5903 ANDREW DRIVE
METAMORA  MI  48455

JOSEPH A COPPERSTONE CO INC
3668 PHEASANT RUN
BLOOMFIELD HILLS  MI  48302

KAY PARK-REC CORPORATION
P O BOX 477
JANESVILLE  IA  50647-0477

MICHIGAN PLAYGROUND & REC EQUIPMENT INC
2313 BEECHWOOD
ROYAL OAK  MI  48073

MICHIGAN PLAYGROUNDS LLC
102 WALNUT AVENUE SUITE C
HOLLAND  MI  49423

MICHIGAN RECREATIONAL CONSTRUCTION
ATTN CRAIG SHEFFER
1227 KENNOR DRIVE
BRIGHTON  MI  48116

MIRACLE RECREATION EQUIPMENT CO
135 S. LASALLE
DEPT 2260
CHICAGO  IL  60674-2260

PARK STRUCTURES INC dba PS FLA INC
12325 W SAMPLE ROAD
CORAL SPRING  FL  33065

PLAY ENVIRONMENTS INC
563 COLLEGE AVENUE
HOLLAND  MI  49423

PLAYGROUND INSTALLERS
ATTN MATT LAWTON
491 CHICAGO DRIVE  SUITE 8
HOLLAND  MI  49423

PLAYTECH
11765 AVONDALE
WARREN  MI  48089

QUALITY TIME RECREATION
5100 AUTUMN LANE
NORTH STREET  MI  48049

R J THOMAS MFG CO INC
P O BOX 946
CHEROKEE  IA  51012-0946



RITEWAY FENCE COMPANY
1598 E AUBURN ROAD
ROCHESTER HILLS  MI  48307

ROLAR INC
ATTN BOB CIEPIELOWSKI
33333 DEQUINDRE STE B
TROY  MI  48083

SAF PLAY SERVICES INC
2700 LEWELLEN
HIGHLAND  MI  48356

SPORTMASTER
P O BOX 5000
PITTSBURGH  PA  15206

TECHNOLOGY & ADVERTISING SOLUTIONS
1199 KIRTS BLVD, STE E
TROY  MI  48084

ULTRA PLAY STRUCTURES INC
1675 LOCUST STREET
RED BUD  IL  62278

US SUPPLY DBA BACK OF THE NET
2315 LAURELBROOK STREET
RALEIGH  NC  27604
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BOARDS AND COMMITTEES VACANCIES 
 
 
The appointment of new members to all of the listed board and committee vacancies will require only 
one motion and vote by City Council.  Council members submit recommendations for appointment. 
When the number of submitted names exceed the number of positions to be filled, a separate motion 
and roll call vote will be required (current process of appointing).  Any board or commission with 
remaining vacancies will automatically be carried over to the next Regular City Council Meeting 
Agenda.  
 
The following boards and committees have expiring terms and/or vacancies. Bold red lines indicate 
the number of appointments required: 
 
 
 

 Advisory Committee for Persons w/Disabilities  
 Approved by Council  (9)- 3 years

 
 Term expires 7-01-2003 (Student) 
 
 Term expires 7-01-2003 (Student) 
 

PHONE NAME ADDRESS  TERM EXPIRES 
828-1967H 

313-577-1435B 
Susan Burt (Alternate) 1060 Glaser, 85 Nov. 1, 2003

689-1457 Angela Done 2304 Academy, 83 Nov. 1, 2002
740-8983 Nancy Johnson 1461 Lamb, 85  Nov. 1, 2003
813-9575 

258-2500B 
Leonard Bertin 5353 Rochester, 85 Nov. 1, 2002

689-4983H 
547-3286B 

Pauline Manetta(Alternate) 1473 Lila, 85 Nov. 1, 2003

641-7764 
313-496-2686B 

Dick Kuschinsky 5968 Whitfield, 98 Nov. 1, 2004

680-1233 Theodora House 301 Belhaven, 85 Nov. 1, 2003
641-3860 Sharon Lu (Student) 1749 Freemont, 98 July 1, 2002
952-0484 Jerry Ong (Student) 1903 Fleetwood, 98 July 1, 2002
524-9160 Dorothy Ann Pietron 1716 Eldridge, 83 Nov. 1, 2004
641-9538 John J. Rodgers 5925 Whitfield, 98 Nov. 1, 2003
362-0671 Cynthia Buchanan 

 
840 Huntsford, 84 Nov. 1, 2004

680-0325 Kul B. Gauri 5305 Greendale, 85 Nov. 1, 2002
952-5555H 

810-986-3191B 
Jayshree Shah (Alternate) 4053 Drexel, 84 Nov. 1, 2003
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 Advisory Committee for Senior Citizens  

  Appointed by Council  (9)- 3 years
 
 Unexpired term expires 4-30-2003 
 

PHONE NAME ADDRESS  TERM EXPIRES 
646-3267 Steven M. Banch 2731 W. Wattles, 98 Apr. 30, 2004
643-0158 Jane Crowe 1984 Muer, 84  Apr. 30, 2004
879-2887 Merrill W. Dixon 5974 Diamond, 85 Apr. 30, 2003
689-6572 Ed Forst 2731 Dover, 83 Apr. 30, 2004
879-6433 Marie Hoag(Resigned) 6408 Vernmoor, 98 Apr. 30, 2003
879-9314 Lawrence F. Jose 5581 Livernois, 98 Apr. 30, 2003
689-2210 David S. Ogg 3951 Forge, 48083 Apr. 30, 2005
689-2741 Josephine Rhoads 4226 Gatesford, 85  Apr. 30, 2005
828-7072 William Weisgerber 2475 Charnwood, 98 Apr. 30, 2005

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Animal Control Appeal Board  
  Appointed by Council  (5)- 3 years

 
 Term expires 9-30-2003 
 

PHONE NAME ADDRESS  TERM EXPIRES 
879-0100 Harriet Barnard, Ch 5945 Livernois, 98 Sept. 30, 2002

1-800-428-1287 
Day Time Only 

Leith Gallaher 491 Troywood, 83 Sept. 30, 2003

879-6576 Kathleen Melchert 6385 Tutbury, 98 Sept. 30, 2004
643-6849 Warren Packard (Resigned) 4200 Beach, 98 Sept. 30, 2003
689-1697 Jayne Saeger 1740 Westwood, 83 Sept. 30, 2002
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 CATV Advisory Committee  
  Appointed by Council  (7)- 3 years

 
 Term expires 7-01-2003 (Student) 
 

PHONE NAME ADDRESS (Voters) TERM EXPIRES 
689-8176 Alex Bennett  1065 Arthur, 83 Sept. 30, 2003
362-3107 Jerry L. Bixby 891 Kirts Blvd, 84 Feb. 28, 2003
689-3430 Michael J Farrug 6781 Little Creek Ct., 85 Nov. 30, 2002
689-2528 Richard Hughes 1321 Roger Ct., 83 Feb. 28, 2003
952-5179 Lusi Fang (Student) 1948 Freemont, 98 July 01, 2002

740-8920H 
827-4065B 

Penny Marinos 1128 Larchwood, 83 Feb. 28, 2004

879-0793 W. Kent Voigt 2620 Coral, 85 Feb. 28, 2004
649-6578 Bryan H. Wehrung 3860 Edgemont, 84 Feb. 28, 2005
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Historic District Commission  
  Appointed by Council  (7)- 3 years

 
(One member must be an architect)

(Two members recommended by Troy Historical Society)
(One member recommended by Troy Historical Commission)

Chapter 13, Troy City Ordinance

 Term expires 3-01-2005 
 

PHONE NAME ADDRESS (Voters) TERM EXPIRES 
879-9494H 
366-1224B 

Marjorie A. Biglin 5863 Cliffside, 85 March 1, 2004

614-0011H 
313-392-7122B 

Wilson Deane Blythe 3458 Gresham, 84 March 1, 2005

689-7031 Kevin Danielson 210 Paragon, 98 May 15, 2003
619-7119H 
362-2888B 

David J. Eisenbacher 1863 Lakewood, 83 March 1, 2002
 

645-2187H Paul C. Lin 1599 Witherbee, 84 May 15, 2003
524-1874H Jacques O. Nixon 1035 Milverton, 83 March 1, 2005
689-0516 Dorothy Scott 129 Belhaven, 85  May 15, 2003

 
See attached recommendation from the Troy Historical Society 
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 Historical Commission  
  Appointed by Council  (7)- 3 years

 
 Term expires 7-01-2003 (Student) 
 
 Term expires 7-31-05 
 

PHONE NAME ADDRESS (Voters) TERM EXPIRES 
879-0195 Edward Bortner 193 Hurst, 85  July 31, 2005

649-5074H 
810-497-5333B 

Roger Kaniarz 4350 Stonehenge, 98 July 31, 2005

641-1962 Rosemary Kornacki 4648 Rivers Edge, 98  July 31, 2002
269-9087 Sucheta Sikdar (Student) 683 Sylvanwood, 98 July 01, 2002

828-3632H 
753-2408B 

Kevin Lindsey 6890 Norton, 85 July 31, 2003

879-6567 Muriel W. Rounds 6291 Ledwin, 98 July 31, 2003
528-2615 Jack Turner 2965 Roundtree Dr., 83 July 31, 2004
689-1249 Brian J. Wattles 3864 Livernois, 83 July 31, 2004

 
 
 
 
 
 

 Parks and Recreation Board  
  Appointed by Council  (10)- 3 years

 
 Term expires 7-31-2003 (School Rep) 
 

PHONE NAME ADDRESS (Voters) TERM EXPIRES 
828-8940 Douglas M. Bordas, Ch. 5902 Cliffside, 85 Sept. 30, 2002
828-4361 Kathleen M. Fejes 6475 Elmoor, 98 Sept. 30, 2004
644-6744 John F. Goetz, Jr 2539 Black Pine, 98 Sept. 30, 2003
689-3794 Gary Hauff (School Rep.) 3794 Wayfarer, 83 July 31, 2002
879-9314 Lawrence Jose (Sr. Rep.) 5581 Livernois, 98 Apr. 30, 2003
828-8084 Orestes (Rusty) Kaltsounis 6798 Jasmine, 98 Sept. 30, 2003
649-4948 Tom Krent 3184 Alpine, 84 Sept. 30, 2004
619-9217 Deanna Ned (Student) 3740 Horseshoe, 83 July 01, 2003
879-1466 Robert J. O’Brien 6285 Brookings, 98 Sept. 30, 2002

689-2074H 
569-8454B 

Jeffrey Stewart 
(Troy Daze Rep.) 

884 Hidden Ridge, 83 Sept. 30, 2003
 

528-1919 Janice C Zikakis 1346 Judy, 85 Sept. 30, 2005
524-3484 Carol Anderson Parks & Rec. Dir. (Ex-officio)
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Planning Commission 
 Appointed by Council  (9) – 3 years

 Term expires 7-01-2003 (Student) 
 

PHONE NAME ADDRESS (Voters) TERM EXPIRES 
524-9850 Gary G. Chamberlain 4850 Alton, 85  Dec. 31, 2002
689-1849 Jordan C. Keoleian 

(Student) 
3709 Kings Point Dr, 83 July 01, 2002

952-5588 H 
435-1712 B 

Dennis A. Kramer 1903 Spiceway, 98 Dec. 31, 2003

879-8877H 
649-1150B 

Larry Littman 6867 Killarney, 98  Dec. 31, 2004

528-3848 Cynthia Pennington 
BZA Rep 

1924 Westwood, 83 Dec. 31, 2002

524-2285 James H. Starr 2643 Arrowhead, 83  Dec. 31, 2002
879-8529 Walter A. Storrs, III 5676 Martell, 85 Dec. 31, 2003

 Mark J Vleck 1060 Hartwig, 85 Dec. 31, 2004
642-9737 David T. Waller BZA Alt 2921 Townhill, 84 Dec. 31, 2003

641-7115 H 
775-7710 B 

Wayne C. Wright 2525 Homewood, 98  Dec. 31, 2004

 
 
 

Traffic Committee 
 Appointed by Council  (7) – 3 years

 Term expires 7-01-2003 (Student) 
 

PHONE NAME ADDRESS (Voters) TERM EXPIRES 
649-2319 David Allen (Student) 3755 Ledge Ct., 84 July 01, 2001
879-0103 John Diefenbaker 5697 Wright, 98 Jan. 31, 2003

879-0250H 
663-5055B 

Eric S Grinnell 406 E Square Lake, 84 
MAIL TO: 
PO Box 99417 
Troy MI 48099 

Jan. 31, 2003

689-1223 Lawrence Halsey 663 Vanderpool, 83 Jan. 31, 2003
689-9401H 

(313)665-4284B 
Jan L. Hubbell 1080 Glaser, 85 Jan. 31, 2005

524-1595 Richard A. Kilmer 62 Hickory, 83 Jan. 31, 2005
362-2128H 
827-2359B 

Robert M. Schultz 883 Kirts Blvd, 84 Jan. 31, 2005

524-9062H 
689-2920B 

Charles A. Solis, Ch. 1866 Crimson, 83 Jan. 31, 2003

524-3379 John Abraham  Traffic Engineer (Ex-officio)
524-3443 Charles Craft Police Chief (Ex-officio)
524-3419 William Nelson  Fire Chief (Ex-officio)
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Troy Daze Committee 
 Appointed by Council  (9) – 3 years

 Term expires 7-01-2003 (Student) 
 

PHONE NAME ADDRESS (Voters) TERM EXPIRES 
528-0155 H 
322-9813B 

Robert A. Berk  726 Thurber, 85 Nov. 30, 2003

879-9030H 
879-0272B 

Sue Bishop 6109 Emerald Lake, 85 Nov. 30, 2004

528-1551 Jim D. Cyrulewski. 626 Randall, 85 Nov. 30, 2004
689-9244 Cecile Dilley 2722 Sparta, 83 Nov. 30, 2004
828-8084 Kessie Kaltsounis 6798 Jasmine, 98 Nov. 30, 2002

879-6958H 
354-3710B 

Richard L. Tharp 6881 Westaway Dr, 85 Nov. 30, 2003

649-4345H 
944-5968B 

William F Hall 1891 Kirts, Apt 215, 84 Nov. 30, 2002

689-2074H 
569-8454B 

Jeffrey Stewart 
(Repr to Parks/Rec Board) 

884 Hidden Ridge, 83 Sept. 30, 2003
 

528-2647H 
877-678-2747B 

Robert S. Preston 4458 Lancashire Ct., 85 Nov. 30, 2002

952-1732 Cheryl A Kaszubski 1878 Freemont, 98 Nov. 30, 2003
641-0175 Xin Li (Student) 5826 Faircastle, 98 July 1, 2002
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Each member shall not serve more than three consecutive terms, any portion of a term served shall constitute one full term and this resolution shall 
Apply only to terms starting after January 1, 1999 COUNCIL RESOLUTION # 98-540 
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Historic District Commission 

Committee of 7 
 

Presently Serving 
Name 

 
Address 

Telephone 
Numbers 

Term 
Expires 

Original 
Appt Date 

TimeApplied 
Term Limits 

Biglin, Marjorie A 5863 Cliffside, 85 879-9494H 
366-1224B 

3/01/04 4/09/01 4/09/01

Blythe, Wilson Deane 3458 Gresham, 84 614-0011H 
313-392-7122B 

3/01/05 4/08/02 4/08/02

Danielson, Kevin 210 Paragon, 98 689-7031 
 

5/15/03 11/19/98 2/19/01

Eisenbacher, David J 
Elected to Council 

1863 Lakewood, 83 619-7119H 
362-2888B 

3/01/02 4/17/00 4/17/00

Lin, Paul C 
 

1599 Witherbee, 84 645-2187H 5/15/03 2/19/01 2/19/01

Nixon, Jacques O 1035 Milverton, 83 
 

524-1874H 3/01/05 2/19/01 2/19/01

Scott, Dorothy 129 Belhaven, 85 689-0516 
 

5/15/03 2/27/73 2/19/01

 
 
 
 

Interested Citizens 
Name 

 
Address 

Telephone 
Numbers 

Date 
Received 

Sent  
To Council 

Currently 
Serving 

Krivoshein, Kerry S 1259 Ashley, 85 
 

524-0227H 
576-4799B 

8/12/99 
6/14/01 
5/2003 

7/09/01  

Partlan, Ann 2300 Terova, 85 689-3685 8/14/02 
8/2004 

8/19/02  

 
 



















August 6, 2002 
 
 
 
TO:  The Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 
FROM: John Szerlag, City Manager 
  Charles T. Craft, Chief of Police 
 
SUBJECT: Request to Waive Parking Restrictions 
 
 
The Congregation Shir Tikvak, 3900 Northfield Parkway, requests that the no 
parking restrictions on the east side of Northfield Parkway from the entrance to 
the synagogue parking lot to the entrance to Boulan Park be waived on the 
following dates and times: 

• September 6, 2002, (Friday) 7:00 pm – 11:00 pm 
• September 7, 2002, (Saturday) 9:00 am – 5:00 pm 
• September 16, 2002 (Monday) 9:00 am – 9:00 pm 

 
This request is made to accommodate parking for attendees of the High Holidays 
observances on those dates.  Shir Tikvah has an agreement to utilize the parking 
lot of the Stonehaven Church (Wattles Road e/o Northfield Parkway) and desires 
to eliminate the need for attendees to park in adjacent sub-divisions. 
 
The police and fire departments are not opposed to the waiving of the no parking 
restrictions. 
 
Originally, Shir Tikvah requested the waiver of restrictions on Sunday, 
September 15, 2002, from 7:00 pm to 11:00 pm also.  However, that is the date 
of the Troy Daze fireworks.  JoAnne Levy, the Administrator of Shir Tikvak, was 
advised that a waiver on that date would probably not be beneficial to the 
congregation, as Troy Daze attendees would utilize the parking.  Ms. Levy 
agreed and requested that date be dropped from the request.  Shir Tikvak will 
provide signage and parking lot management restricting access to both their lot 
and the Stonehaven parking lot on September 15th.   

City of Troy
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July 31, 2002 
 
 
 

TO:   The Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 
FROM:  John Szerlag, City Manager 
 
SUBJECT:  National League of Cities 2002 Congress of Cities  

and Exposition, December 3 – 7, 2002 
Salt Palace Convention Center in Salt Lake City, Utah 

 
 
 
 
Approval is requested for those Council Members interested in attending the 
National League of Cities 2002 Congress of Cities and Exposition at the Salt Palace 
Convention Center in Salt Lake City. 
 
Please indicate if you plan to attend this conference at the August 19, 2002 City 
Council meeting. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
mr/AGENDA ITEMS\2002\.Approval for Council to Attend NLC 2002 Congress of Cities and Exposition 
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August 13, 2002 
 
 
 

TO:   Honorable Mayor and City Council Members 
 
FROM:  John Szerlag, City Manager 
 
SUBJECT:  Identifying and Scheduling Study Session Topics 
 
 
 
Attached is my revised memo of August 1, 2002 where proposed study session 
topics are delineated.  This revision includes additional topics provided at the 
August 5 Council meeting.  In addition, we need a firm direction on a Council 
policy for interconnection of public streets.   
 
To offer a starting point, I suggest we discuss the following at a study session 
to be held on August 26, 2002: 
 

§ Differential dispatch 

§ Vehicle tracking system 

§ Geographic Information System (GIS) demonstration 

§ Selection of date for future study session 
 
 
 
 
 
 
JS/mr\AGENDA ITEMS\2002\Modified Proposed Study Session Topics 
 
c: Lori Bluhm 
 Peggy Clifton 
 Charlie Craft 
 Laura Fitzpatrick 
 John Lamerato 
 William Nelson 
 Gary Shripka 
 Doug Smith 

 
 
 
 
 

City of Troy
F-06



August 12, 2002 
 
 

TO:   The Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 
FROM:  John Szerlag, City Manager 
 
SUBJECT:  Revised Proposed Study Session Topics 
 
 
Listed below are proposed study session topics for your consideration: 
 

§ “Differential dispatch” (where the nature of an EMS request dictates the 
response mode; siren or not, etc.) 

§ Vehicle tracking system 

§ Geographic Information System (GIS) [demonstration] 

§ Property maintenance code (revisited) 

§ Policy for City-subsidized services (including Aquatic Center) 

§ The condemnation process 

§ Codification  

§ Municipal civil infractions 

§ In-depth Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) and Open Meetings Act 
(OMA) and records retention policy 

§ Signs in easements for non-residential properties 

§ State telecommunications policy 

§ Regional growth 

§ Regional transportation issues (we’ll have a better direction on this after 
the voters decide on the proposed SMART millage renewal/increase) 

§ Omission of single business tax 

§ Street interconnection 

§ Skate Park 

§ Tree Ordinance 

§ Purchasing procedures 

§ Request from Leonard Bertin for consideration of stricter ADA standards in 
construction of residential homes 

 



The Honorable Mayor and City Council 
August 12, 2002 
Page Two 
 
 
 
 
Please advise if you wish to have anything else added to this list, and we can 
begin scheduling at our August 19, 2002 Council meeting. 
 
 
JS/mr\AGENDA ITEMS\2002\Proposed Study Session Topics 

 
c: Lori Bluhm     

Peggy Clifton    
 Charles Craft    
 Laura Fitzpatrick 
 John Lamerato 
 William Nelson 
 Gary Shripka 
 Doug Smith 
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August 12, 2002 
 
 
TO:  The Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 
From:  John Szerlag, City Manager 
  Gary Shripka, Assistant City Manager/Services 
  Steve Vandette, City Engineer 
  John Abraham, Traffic Engineer 

Mark F. Miller, Planning Director 
   
 
SUBJECT: PRELIMINARY PLAN REVIEW – Crestwood Site Condominium, 

North of Wattles, East of Livernois, part of the Crestfield 
Subdivision in the SW ¼ of Section 15, R-1C, 12.277 acres. 

 
 
CITY MANAGEMENT RECOMMENDATION 
 
City Management has discussed with the petitioner the design of indirect 
interconnection of the proposed development with the existing Tallman Drive 
within the Mc Cormick & Lawrence Little Farms Subdivision.  However, the 
petitioner desires to maintain a direct connection to Tallman Drive.  The policy of 
interconnection of neighborhoods provide the following benefits: 
 
 1. Alternative access for police, fire & emergency vehicles. 
 
 2. Possible reduction in response time for emergency vehicles. 
 

3. Reduction of automobile trips on major thoroughfares, when future 
residents visit abutting subdivision or school playground. 

 
4. Creates a sense of community that allows bicyclists and 

pedestrians access between neighborhoods. 
 
5. Provides direct automobile access for future residents to Leonard 

Elementary School. 
 
Interconnection may raise concerns of cut-through traffic in the existing 
subdivisions, particularly if Tallman Drive is extended straight to Wattles Road.  
The indirect connection design will reduce the potential for cut through traffic.  
Based upon these findings, City Management recommends approval of the 
proposed site condominium, with indirect interconnection, to Tallman Drive.   
 
This indirect interconnection proposal yields 20 home sites. 
 

City of Troy
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PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 
 
On July 9, 2002 the Planning Commission recommended approval of the site 
condominium with the following conditions: 
 

1. Add a cross-section showing three (3) foot either side of the north 
property line. 

 
2. Show continuation of the existing grade to insure that existing water 

flows are not changed due to the development and that those flows will 
be picked up by the rear yard drain on this development.   

 
3. That Tallman Street not be connected through to Wattles Road.   
 
4. That the existing Tallman Drive to the north only be connected to this 

site condominium by a pedestrian and bicycle access for the purpose 
of access to the school to the north. 

  
5. Any changes to the site plan shall be approved by the Planning 

Commission. 
 
The Planning Commission’s recommendation includes site engineering 
information requirements, a public walkway and access from Wattles Road 
without interconnection to Tallman Drive.   
 
This design yields 22 home sites. 
 
PETITIONER’S PROPOSAL 
 
The petitioner’s design includes direct connection to Tallman Drive.  In addition 
this direct connection creates home sites along the extended Tallman Drive with 
110 feet of depth, which is undesirable.  The Subdivision Ordinance states that 
the minimum depth should be at least 125 feet.  
 
This direct interconnection proposal yields 23 home sites. 
 
 
GENERAL INFORMATION 
 
Name of Owner / Petitioner: 
RWT Building LLC owns the property.  They are represented by Michael Lamb.  
 
Location of subject property: 
The property is located on the north side of Wattles Road, east of Livernois and 
west of Rochester. 
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Size of subject parcel: 
12.277 acres. 
 
 
Existing Rights-of-Way 
There are two existing rights-of-way platted with the original Crestfield 
Subdivision.  Crestfield Avenue is 50 feet wide and 1,365 feet in length.   
Taylor Avenue is 35 feet wide and 350 feet in length and is connected to the stub 
of Tallman Drive. 
 
Description of proposed development, including number and density of units: 
The petitioner is proposing to develop a site condominium with a total of 23 
single family residential units.  This represents a density of approximately 1.88 
units per acre.  
 
Current use of subject property: 
The parcel is presently vacant. 
 
Current use of adjacent parcels: 
 
North:  Single family residential. 
 
South:  (Across Wattles) Single family residential. 
 
East:  Single family residential. 
 
West:  Single family residential. 
 
Current zoning classification: 
R-1C One Family Residential  
 
Zoning classification of adjacent parcels:  
 
North:  R-1C One Family Residential 
 
South:  R-1C One Family Residential 
 
East:  R-1C One Family Residential 
 
West:  R-1C One Family Residential 
 
Future Land Use Designation: 
The parcel is designated as Low Density Residential on the Future Land Use 
Plan. 
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ANALYSIS 
 
Compliance with area and bulk requirements: 
 

Lot Area:  The minimum lot area in the R-1C district is 10,500 square feet. 
The applicant has utilized the lot averaging option, with minimum 9,450  
square feet lots.  The applicant meets this standard. 

 
Lot Width:  The lot averaging option allows lots to be reduced to 76.5’  
width on interior lots and 100’ on corner lots.   

  
Height:  The maximum height in the R-1C district is 25’.  The applicant is  
not required to include building elevations for preliminary site plan  
approval. 

 
Setbacks:  The front yard setback is 30’, the rear yard setback is 40’ and  
the side yard setbacks are 10’ each, totaling 20’.  Section 10.60.03  
requires a yard setback of 50’ for parcels abutting a major thoroughfare.   

  
Minimum Floor Area:  The minimum floor area per unit is 1,200 square 
feet.  The applicant is not required to include building dimensions for 
preliminary site plan approval. 

 
Off-street parking and loading requirements:  
The development will be required to provide two (2) off-street parking spaces per 
unit.   
 
Environmental provisions, including Tree Preservation Plan: 
The applicant submitted a Preliminary Tree Preservation Plan, which was 
approved by the Parks and Recreation Department.  
 
Stormwater detention: 
The applicant is proposing to provide stormwater detention east of the Sturgis 
Drain.  This area is also designated on the site plan as a “Future Development 
Area”.  
 
Natural features and floodplains: 
There are significant natural features located on the site.  The lot is heavily 
wooded.  The Sturgis Drain flows northerly through the eastern half of the parcel.  
 
A letter from the MDEQ dated October 24, 2000, indicates that there are state 
regulated wetlands on the parcel (see attached letter). 
 
The applicant has provided a drawing indicating that the entire site is located 
within the 100 year floodplain as indicated on the FIRM map.  The firm of 
Hubble, Roth and Clark is presently developing a report on the 100-year 
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floodplain boundary, which may change in the future as a result of this report.  
There are State regulated wetlands located on the parcel (see attached letter 
from MDEQ). 
  
Subdivision Control Ordinance, Article IV Design Standards  
 

Blocks: The Crestwood Court cul-de-sac on the east side of Tallman Drive  
is 630’ in length.  Cul-de-sacs may exceed 500’ in length upon the  
approval of the Planning Commission. 

 
Lots: Proposed lots conform to the minimum requirements of the Zoning  
Ordinance. 

 
Easements:  The applicant proposes the following easements: a 30’ wide 
non access greenbelt easement along Wattles Road; a 70’ wide  
easement for Sturgis Drain; a 10’ wide public utility easement along  
Crestwood Court; a 12’ wide storm sewer easement at the rear of each  
lot.  Section 4.03 requires that all easements be at least 12’ in width.  It  
appears that the Crestwood Court public utility easement does not meet  
this requirement.  

 
Topographic Conditions: Essentially the entire site lies within the 100-year 
FIRM map floodplain boundary, including the proposed detention area.  
The applicant must receive MDEQ approval prior to beginning any 
construction within a floodplain or altering a floodplain. 
  
There are a number of regulated wetlands on the parcel.  The applicant 
has provided a Wetland Assessment Report dated October 24, 2000, 
which indicates this (see attached).  These wetlands are not accurately 
delineated on the site plan.  The applicant requires MDEQ approval prior 
to the filling or altering of any state regulated wetland  

  
Streets:  City Management has recommended that a less direct  
connection be provided between Tallman and Wattles (see attached  
drawing). Note that this option would result in the elimination of the  
Deagle Court cul de sac.  The applicant would lose three (3) lots under  
this option. 

 
Sidewalks: The applicant is proposing a 5’ wide concrete sidewalk along 
both sides of Tallman Drive and Crestwood Court, and along the east side 
of Hanover Street.  The applicant is proposing an 8’ wide concrete 
sidewalk along the north side of Wattles Road.   

 
Walkways: There is a walkway provided to the existing Tallman Drive 
within the Planning Commission recommended design. 
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Utilities: The parcel is served by public water and sewer. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
cc: RWT Building, LLC, owner 
 Planning Commission 

File 
 
 
 
 
 













UNPLATTED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT LEVELS OF APPROVAL 
 

Preliminary Plan Approval  
A sign is placed on the property informing the public of the proposed development. 
Adjacent property owners are notified by mail 
Public meeting held by Planning Commission for review and recommendation to City Council 
City Council reviews and approvals plan 
 
The following items are addressed at Preliminary Plan Approval: 

• Street Pattern, including potential stub streets for future development 
• Potential development pattern for adjacent properties 
• Fully dimensioned residential parcel layout, including proposed building configurations 

o Number of lots 
o Building setbacks 
o Lot dimensions 
o Locations of easements 

• Preliminary sanitary sewer, storm sewer, and water main layout 
• Environmental Impact Statement (if required) 
• Location(s) of wetlands on the property 
 

Final Plan Approval 
Notice sign is posted on site 
City Council review and approval of: 

• Final Plan 
• Contract for Installation of Municipal Improvements (Private Agreement) 
 

The following items are addressed at Final Plan Approval: 
• Fully dimensioned plans of the total property proposed for development, prepared by 

registered Civil Engineer or Land Surveyor 
• Corners of all proposed residential parcels and other points as necessary to determine 

that the potential parcels and building configurations will conform with ordinance 
requirements 

• Warranty Deeds and Easement documents, in recordable form for all ROW. and 
easements which are to be conveyed to the public 

• Construction plans for all utilities and street improvements, prepared in accordance 
with City Engineering Design Standards: 

o Sanitary and Storm sewer 
o Water mains 
o Detention / Retention basins 
o Grading and rear yard drainage 
o Paving and widening lanes 
o Sidewalk and driveway approaches 

• Approval from other government agencies involved with the development 
• Verification of wetlands and M.D.E.Q. permit if necessary 
• Financial guarantees to insure the construction of required improvements and the 

placement of proper property and parcel monuments and markers shall be furnished 
by the petitioner prior to submittal of the Final Plan to the City Council for review and 
approval 

• Floor Plans and Elevations of the proposed residential units 

































PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING – FINAL MINUTES July 9, 2002 

 PLANNING COMMISSION MTG – FINAL MINUTES July 9, 2002   

7. SITE PLAN REVIEW – Proposed Crestwood Site condominium, North side of 
Wattles, East of Livernois, Section 15 – R-1C 

 
Mr. Miller presented a summary. 
 
Mr. Waller asked, at what point can the applicant petition the MDEQ for the 
wetlands permit?  Is that after our action or after Council’s action? 
 
Mr. Miller stated they have a MDEQ delineation of the wetlands right now.  The 
normal process is, after preliminary approval, they would then prepare for their 
Engineering and gain all of their necessary permits.  If there is a flood plain, the 
homes will not have basements.  Among expert concerns regarding the design and 
construction, there would not be basements in the flood plain area.  The developer 
felt the homes would sell even without basements. 
 
Mr. Murray Deagle, 328 Evaline, member of RWT, I brought the new drawing up 
and will put it up for everyone to see.  He stated that they met with Mr. Miller a while 
ago and talked about a lot of combinations to this site.   We don’t have any 
wetlands that are being mitigated by the MDEQ with this design.  We also hired our 
own expert, plus we worked with the DEQ, who were very accurate on the site 
before we purchased it.   
 
Mr. Deagle continued with a longer summary. 
 
Mr. Storrs stated, your plat includes all the property over to Hanover Street; that’s 
part of the plat, right? 
 
Mr. Deagle replied, well it won’t be a plat, it’s a site condominium laid over the top 
of the original plat. 
 
Mr. Storrs stated, it’s all contiguous as part of the item we’re being asked to look at.  
What’s the “future area development” mean on that? 
 
Mr. Deagle replied, “future area development” means we didn’t want to give up 
approximately 50% of the volume of the property because we know that the City 
has been slowly working toward building a large retainage area on the south side of 
Wattles.  At some point we have been discussing the reduction of flow in this drain 
with HRC over the last few months.  We feel that the flow restrictions are going to 
drop approximately 60%, and eventually, when they complete that retainage area 
on the south side of Wattles, it’s quite possible in years to come this will become a 
very valuable piece of property.  So we wanted to preserve that.  We plan on 
keeping the trees in that area, but we didn’t want to plat it as a natural preservation 
area at this time and lose it. 
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 PLANNING COMMISSION MTG – FINAL MINUTES July 9, 2002   

Mr. Storrs stated he was uncomfortable though indicating the term ““future area 
development”” might  mean to someone down the road.  Do you have a problem if 
we just take that notation off of here. 
 
Mr. Deagle stated he would have to talk to his Engineer at Nowak & Fraus. 
 
Mr. Littman stated that it was his understanding that in a flood plain, you can’t build 
anything that restricts the flow of water.  What does a flood plain indicate?  What 
can you do or cannot do in a flood plain? 
 
Mr. Deagle replied, could you be a little more specific on your question. 
 
Mr. Littman asked, the fact that it’s designated as a flood plain, what does that 
mean? 
 
Mr. Deagle stated, it means you can’t have basements; you have to build crawl 
spaces. 
 
Ms. Pennington asked, the storm sewer in the north section that’s on the west side 
there, where does that flow through to? 
 
Jeff Huhta, 5600 Meadowbrook Court, Clarkston, MI, stated he is from Nowak & 
Fraus Engineers, and that he is the design engineer on this project.  He continued 
stating that the wetlands that were delineated are totally contained within the drain 
itself.  There will not be any impact to any, or going through any other regulated 
wetlands that are delineated on the property.   
 
Mr. Huhta continued, commenting on the difference between floodway and flood 
plain.  In a flood plain there is no movement of water; it is just storage of volume of 
water.  There will be no construction within in the floodway.  However, you can build 
in a flood plain with an MDEQ permit. 
 
He further commented that earlier tonight we were made aware of the construction 
on the Fredericks Drain and that flow has been taken out of the Sturgis Drain.  This 
will promote a reduction of flow on this property.  Also, the City commissioned work 
to be done on Livernois which further reduced the amount of stormwater that is 
transferred through the Sturgis Drain.  Those two facts are going to lead to some 
sort of determination by the MDEQ, which we feel will be positive in reducing the 
flood plain on this property. 
 
Mr. Huhta further commented on the question earlier posed by Mr. Storrs regarding  
the interpretation of “future development area”.   He stated that the original 
submittal to the City excluded the future development area of the site plan.  It was 
added as a request from the Planning Department to give an idea of what the final 
site would look like in the future. 
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Mr. Miller stated that we didn’t ask what the “future area development” would look 
like.  What we asked is, what are the future plans in relation to a development?  We 
looked at it initially with a road going through.  We always look to what might 
happen.  And then we saw this project with a stub street there and we asked why 
are you going to put in a stub street?  Where is it going, into this drain, which at one 
time in the process was considered a park.  Put a cul de sac in.  They said no.  So 
we indicated that they show what their future plans  are.  We did not see it as being 
feasible, at least in the near future and if ever feasible.  But, their intention is in 
relation to why it’s a stub road, they want to have an opportunity in the future to 
continue that development, and that’s what it shows. 
 
Mr. Bruce Bloomingdale, 4264 Tallman, stated that his one overriding concern is 
regarding traffic.  He stated that his home is on the east end of Leetonia and that it 
has become a race track.  An officer sits in front of my home several days a month 
controlling traffic.   I’m convinced that if Tallman is opened straight through Wattles, 
especially with the backup of traffic during the rush hour eastbound, that the 
temptation to use Tallman as a thoroughfare to go north to get to Rochester Road 
is going to be irresistible.   A secondary concern is the amount of screening.  I own 
a home at 4235 Tallman and I hope there will be some screening provisions. 
 
Mr. Bruce Baker, 380 E. Wattles, stated there has been talk that a couple of 
different engineering firms and the Public Works Director, having reviewed this, and 
think that the flood plain will move at a certain time, but what communications have 
there been with the U.S. Geographical Survey regarding the change in the flood 
plain boundary? 
 
Mr. M. J. Molner, 462 E. Wattles, stated that he has two concerns.  One is that  I 
have been living in my home for fourteen (14) years now and for those 14 years I 
have struggled with the City trying to come up with a solution to my basement 
flooding because of the land directly across from me where they’re proposing to 
build condominiums.  That is a water retention area and if it rains excessively, that 
water would back up into my basement from the City’s system.  What I’m 
concerned about is, that if they build on this retention basin what it’s going to do 
again to my property.  Another concern is if they bring Tallman through to Wattles, it 
will line up directly with my driveway. 
 
Ms. Cynthia Carbone, 4250 Tallman, stated she has several concerns.  I have 
walked along Tallman, Randall, Livernois and Longfellow and have talked to 
several residents.  Seventy-five (75) are opposed to this proposed development.  
Most of them, 92% in fact, are opposed because of the traffic that is going to end 
up in the development with the number of school children and the elementary 
school being on the main section of Tallman.  So please consider our children’s 
safety when you consider this. 
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Ms. Debbie Grooms, 424 Leetonia, stated that she knows that she is in a flood 
plain.  I am concerned that once this is reviewed with the flood plain, that the 
neighbors that back up to that property, how that will affect them? 
  
Mr. Molnar stated that he, too, had canvassed the area as did Ms. Carbone and 
that not one (1) person is in agreement with this proposed condominium site.   

 
Public hearing closed. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain stated, that when you look at the City street map here, this is 
where we’re tying it together; so if we open up Tallman on to Wattles, we’re putting 
a straight road a half mile into the school and we’re also tying into a straight road, 
Leetonia, that goes west another half mile; we really don’t want to do those kinds of 
things.  Even indirect connection is not necessary. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain directed his comment to Mr. Miller commenting on one of the 
gentlemen asking about the U.S. Geological Survey and that Mr. Miller probably 
does not have an answer tonight, but we need to get that answered on who does 
control flood plain maps. 
 
Mr. Miller stated it is regulated on what’s called the FIRM map which is issued by 
FEMA .  FIRM stands for Flood Insurance Rate Map.  MDEQ is also involved in 
that.  What sets a regulated flood plain or floodway is the FIRM map.   
 
Mr. Chamberlain asked, does the U.S. Geological Survey build this? 
 
Mr. Miller replied, no.  This is built by FEMA. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain asked, where do they get their data from? 
 
Mr. Miller stated, they do it by research.  They go out and do studies.   
 
Mr. Chamberlain commented on raising the grade in the building process and that 
we know that happens.  We can make all the claims we want about when we do the 
engineering that we won’t cause any more water on people’s property, but we got a 
lot of people in this City that won’t agree with that; and all those folks that live along 
the south side of Leetonia, that back into this project, how do we reassure them that 
the building of this won’t trap water on their land? 
 
Mr. Miller stated, what we need to do, as the Commission has done in the past, is 
request some additional information on how the stormwater will be handled.  During 
your process, you are permitted to look at generalized stormwater systems to 
insure the health, safety, and welfare. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain stated, but it has to pass us before the process goes through 
engineering.  If that happens, we’ll never see it again. 
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Mr. Miller stated, you can request to look at generalized engineering information to 
see what they are going to do. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain commented, I guess I’m not convinced. 
 
Ms. Lancaster stated, go ahead and do a preliminary approval with conditions that 
you want it to come back to you after certain things are accomplished. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain stated, that at this time, he was going to go around the table for 
comments. 
 
Mr. Storrs stated that he agrees that Tallman shouldn’t go through to Wattles. 
 
Mr. Keoleian asked, if we do a preliminary approval and it goes through with 
conditions, do we have any legislation where we can actually do something when it 
comes back to us?  Can we make any changes then? 
 
Ms. Lancaster stated, you will be unable to make any changes if all your conditions 
have been met.  You could possibly put an open ended condition on it that if any of 
the other conditions affect other problems, that you be allowed to look at that 
thoroughly. 
 
Mr. Littman stated his only problem is with the flood plains and the floodway.  That 
determination is and can be going on without us approving the plan.  It seems to 
me that it would be pretty useful and important for us to know where that is.  I don’t 
know where that stands or how long that takes.  I for one would like to see it tabled 
for that reason if no other.  I also agree with Tallman not going through to Wattles. 
 
Mr. Wright stated, he also agrees with Tallman not going through to Wattles. 
 
Mr. Waller stated that it is his impression that the City has allowed prior construction 
on flood plains.  The man stated he has built houses like that, and I presumed he 
meant Troy.  Is there some new policy that we’re concerned about this now versus 
in the past? 
 
Mr. Miller stated, you are allowed to build in the flood plain as long as you meet 
certain criteria and that is not new. 
 
Mr. Waller continued stating, as a property owner, they would have the right to state 
this is a “future development area”.  I don’t know how we can stop him from 
including that by telling him to please take that off his drawing.  If he has the intent 
to do something in the future, well, he’s told us.  The man owns the property, he 
has the right to say that. 
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Mr. Starr stated that he is a big advocate on interconnection.  However, I feel, 
connecting Tallman to Wattles is dangerous.  Perhaps we need to be a little more 
creative about how the connections would work.  So  either we need to be a little 
more creative to make that more difficult, or in this case, we would have to 
disconnect that.  I would like to see some creativity to make this work. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain stated that he personally does not think creativity will work.  In this 
case, he doesn’t believe there is any workable solution. 
 
Mr. Kramer stated that he had nothing to add but a comment for the residents in the 
audience; a reminder that this property is currently zoned R-1C.  This falls within 
the density allowed in the R-1C classification. 
 
Mr. Vleck stated that he would like see what considerations are taken into account 
as far as the holding and flowing of water and he would also like to put his support 
in for more of a potentially U-shaped access for what’s called the Crestwood Court 
and not hooking it up to Tallman. 
 
Mr. Miller stated he had one comment regarding the traffic circulation patterns.   
The Planning Department has probably prepared every single option that possibly 
could occur there, so we do have those.  The petitioner came in with a direct 
connection and I told him that the residents are going to be up in arms over that 
and the petitioner felt that that was a battle which he could fairly fight.  I would also 
note that the Traffic Engineer concurs because you have stacking of cars going 
westbound on Wattles because if you present a cut through, people are going to 
use it.  So what it comes down to, is where do you want the access from and to the 
development that could occur there.  Do you want it from Wattles or from Tallman?  
 
Mr. Huhta from Nowak & Fraus stated there are a couple of key points here.  One is 
that this is an existing platted subdivision and I think we’ve kind of glossed over that 
fact.  My understanding is that we’re here before you tonight as more of a 
convenience, not as a requirement.  There was a development that was done to the 
west.  The fact that this is a platted subdivision, lot splits could have been 
conducted and this property could have been developed without the benefit of site 
plan approval.  The developer concurred with the Planning Commission’s request 
to go through the preliminary site plan process.  The connection to Wattles Road 
was done at the request of the City Engineering Division to accommodate a safety 
issue.  I understand in regards to safety issues that you are really focused in a 
number of different directions.  One is you’ve got traffic and additional traffic on 
Tallman drive, but you also have the safety issues relative to providing fire 
protection services, ambulance services, things of that nature into that residential 
district.  To totally bypass the issue that we don’t want that connection out of 
Tallman, I think that those comments need to be made. I think that was a reason 
why the Engineering and Planning Departments requested that connection through 
to Wattles. 
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Mr. Littman asked, in looking at where the flood plain delineation actually is, will 
they also be looking at where the floodways are?  Is it possible that where you 
indicated on the map isn’t actually where they are? 
 
Mr. Huhta stated that I would assume as a part of that revised study that HRC is 
doing, there may be an amendment to the floodway boundary as well.  There’s less 
water flowing in that drain than what existed when the existing flood plain maps 
were produced.  So the answer to the question would be, to the best of my ability, 
there would actually be a reduction in the floodway.  Irrespective of that, our 
development is nowhere close to the floodway as a part of what we’re applying for 
at this point.  We are strictly working within the flood plain. A flood plain is 
determined by  two (2) different things.  When you look at the FIRM map,  the FIRM 
map has identified on there a benchmark system and it has identified on the FIRM 
map elevations that the flood plains at particular points along the route of that drain.  
When you categorically say that this property is totally contained within a flood plain 
because the color on the FIRM map represents it, it doesn’t necessarily  mean that 
all of this property is within a flood plain.  When you look at the site plan drawing, 
we do identify a secondary line on there.  That line was surveyed as a result of us 
tying into the FEMA benchmark system, conducting a survey of the property  and 
actually identifying exactly where those topographic limits were.  The fact that this 
entire property is colored in, it’s colored in as a result of what the FIRM map shows, 
but as it relates to the actual true limits, those can only be determined by a field 
survey by which we’ve conducted.  And those limits are substantially less than what 
is being purported on the FIRM map.  What we would do in that case  is we would 
apply for an amendment to the FIRM map and provide them with our survey data, 
show them that our property, even though their FIRM map identifies that all of it is in 
the flood plain; that in fact, portions of it are not in the flood plain. 
 
Mr. Deagle commented that he would like to address Ms. Pennington’s concern 
and stated that as far as the cut sheets, soil and that, this design calls for a rear 
yard drain of probably eight (8) to twelve (12) inches with each house having an 
individual sump pump system.  As far as the water flowing on to the people’s 
property to the north, that won’t happen because when you have the rear yard drain 
with the pea gravel with the twelve (12) foot easement and it’s all pitch graded 
down from the house brick ledge, it’s not like it’s going to rise up.  Is there someone 
who can review these cut sheets that can understand them because we’ve got a 
complete drain system that’s required for this and that retention pond is calculated 
to hold this volume of water? 
 
Mr. Chamberlain stated, the real problem is that you can put in your rear yard 
drains, but what about doing something on that north lot line across there.  The 
east/west line effectively creates a dam for all those people that will probably end 
up having all their water run off of their property north to south and now is held in 
their property.   
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Mr. Deagle replied, no.  The way that their property works, their water runs into our 
rear yard drainage.  They’ll actually benefit.   
 
Mr. Chamberlain stated, the problem is new developments get started and what 
happens is that the new developments meet all of our standards and for some 
strange reason, the older residents that are next door to this end up with nothing 
but lakes in their backyards.  And that’s what we, in the last couple of years, have 
started to take serious looks at.  We want to see how we can keep that from 
happening.  And you can talk all you want to about your rear yard drains, but for 
some reason, a lot of times those rear yard drains in the property you have don’t 
drain and ends up on the property next door and they don’t have a drain and they’re 
now under water.  That’s where we’re coming from on that.   
 
Mr. Deagle stated that they will be happy to meet with Engineering to make sure we  
can alleviate that problem.   
 
Mr. Deagle continued stating that this project lays in an area that was on your 
Natural Preservation Map.  Of course there are a lot of people who are unhappy to 
see this large woods come down.  However, it does meet the City Master Plan. 
 
Mr. Storrs stated, you may have the answer to the flood thing but I’m not sure you 
were going to match the grade level at the lot lines to the north; therefore, any water 
that was flowing from the north to the south would continue to do that and then get 
picked up by your rear yard drains.  Am I understanding that correctly? 
 
Mr. Deagle replied, yes, that’s correct.  If we had to increase the capacity on the 
pipes in order to alleviate that problem, I don’t see any problem doing that.  We’re 
trying to move forward in this process so we can get this project moving this 
summer and maybe get the roads in by Christmas, that’s our objective.  We are 
willing to do whatever’s necessary with Engineering to move this forward. 
 
Mr.Vleck stated he would like to come up with some kind of motion that would put 
conditions in as far as how we’re going to look at the streets.  Try to figure out a 
way we can get a preliminary approval with a few conditions put on it so we don’t 
hold up this process.    
 
Mr. Chamberlain stated he agreed.  The problem with this is that Mr. Miller started it 
off by saying nothing can happen until it gets preliminary approval.  This is different 
than any other one.  But at the same time, we’ve got to make sure that certain 
things that really give us problems, like the street layouts, are taken care of and 
don’t get lost in the process because we are never going to see this again and we 
will no longer have any further influence over it. 
 
Mr. Vleck stated that one of his questions is about the road already being platted 
and if the petitioner would have a preference or, if there are any other layouts that 
they’d consider or would prefer if we didn’t hook it up to Tallman. 
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Mr. Chamberlain asked, if Tallman goes away as a street, what would you prefer as 
a road system in there considering that you don’t have Tallman to the north? 
 
Mr. Deagle stated that if Tallman is not an option, then the developer would rather 
see an eyebrow connection to Tallman.  The developer would like to maintain direct 
access to the school system as a part of this development.  They don’t want to 
have a dual connection on to Wattles Road because it makes the parking ability in 
their lots much more difficult and I think would impose an unfair burden on them to 
have difficult access to the school system. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain stated to Mr. Vleck that he thinks he has a solution for him.  He 
stated, where Tallman is on the north part of that drive, we’ve got an east/west then 
a north.  If that north drive would not be a car drive that would be an easement for 
foot traffic to go to the north, to the school district, we do that a lot in other subs to 
get access to the schools and that way we allow the interchange of people north 
and south, but you don’t end up with cars going north and south.  On the east/west 
road have a small cul-de-sac on the west side so that if he wants to go further west, 
you can pull that out, and keep on going west.  I’m here to tell you, the sense of this 
Board, is you’re not going to get an automobile connection to Tallman to the north 
from us. 
 
Mr. Waller asked Mr. Deagle what he meant by eyebrow connection? 
 
Mr. Deagle stated eyebrow is basically a half of a cul-de-sac, which provides for 
larger turning movements. 
 
Mr. Vleck stated that one of the things that we have to take into consideration is this 
developer does have the option to go through and develop it as it’s platted right 
now, and there would be a lot less control and consideration that would be taken 
into account as far as the drainage and traffic would go.  It seems apparent that the 
petitioner really wants the connection to Tallman Drive. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain stated I understand that, but at the same time, when it’s all said 
and done, there could be a road block thrown across Tallman at the north edge of 
his property and he could have a street going all the way up there but it wouldn’t go 
any further. 
 
Mr. Kramer asked Mr. Chamberlain if he would again explain why the Commission 
would not be in favor of a single connection to Tallman. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain stated, because when you go over to Leetonia on the east/west, 
that’s a half mile long straight stretch and you’re just adding a lot more traffic on to 
that road from all these houses that would potentially be in there. 
 
Mr. Kramer stated, we’re talking fifteen (15) houses here. 
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Mr. Chamberlain stated, or more than fifteen (15) because of the development to 
the west. 
 
Mr. Kramer continued, stating, I don’t remember exactly what the school district’s 
guidelines are, but there’s going to be people driving their children to school and if 
they do have to go out on Wattles, it’s not a good thing either.  That’s the trade-off 
in my mind. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain agreed that‘s a trade-off, but that’s a small trade-off compared to 
all the number of houses that will be opening up to a lot of traffic.   
 
Ms. Pennington asked Mr. Chamberlain, what was our thinking on that eyebrow 
idea? 
 
Mr. Chamberlain stated he is waiting for some ideas regarding the motion. 
 
Mr. Starr stated that the petitioner is talking about an existing plat and that they are 
just coming for convenience.  I’m not really sure what he means by convenience.   
You kind of shook your head no that he couldn’t proceed with the existing plat.  
 
Mr. Miller stated that the petitioner is talking about two (2) different things.  One, 
there is an existing plat if you pull out the topographic survey, you can see where 
that existing plat is.  The problem is, is that developable the way that it is there?  Is 
that what the petitioner wants?  I think what he was planning on doing was splitting 
combines of existing lots, which are there in the existing subdivision.  Now, I think 
he also made the comment that he would not have to get any approvals to do that, 
but I think, in comparing it to a development to the west of here, I think that 
development did get some approvals from City Council under the development of 
unplatted property section of the zoning ordinance.   From my standpoint, I don’t 
see the existing plat as being a feasible way to develop.  If it is, then I just don’t 
understand what the developer is talking about exactly when he said that.  The 
road’s not centered in that plat and it would have to be. 

 
Mr. Miller continued, stating that the road would have to be vacated and moved and 
that takes a number of actions from this Planning Commission and City Council.  I 
don’t think he can just go in and do it.  If he could, then why didn’t he do it. 
 

 
RESOLUTION 

 
Moved by Storrs      Seconded by Littman 

 
RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission hereby recommends to the City 
Council that the Preliminary Site Plan as submitted under Section 34.30.00 of the 
Zoning Ordinance (Unplatted One-Family Residential Development) for the 
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development of a One-Family Residential site condominium, known as 
Crestwood Site Condominiums, located on the north side of Wattles Road and east 
of Livernois Road, located within Section 15 and the R-1C zoning district, including 
approximately 23 units and 12.27 acres in size, be approved subject to the 
following conditions: 
 
1. Add a cross-section showing three (3) foot either side of the north property 

line. 
 
2. Show continuation of the existing grade to insure that existing water flows are 

not changed due to the development and that those flows will be picked up by 
the rear yard drain on this development.   

 
3. That Tallman Street not be connected through to Wattles Road.   
 
4. That the existing Tallman Drive to the north only be connected to this 

subdivision by a pedestrian and bicycle access for the purpose of access to 
the school to the north. 

  
5. That any changes to this site plan shall be approved by the Planning 

Commission. 
 
 

Mr. Wright stated to Mr. Storrs that he thinks these people are going to be 
trapped in the subdivision because you said no connection of Tallman to Wattles, 
then you said on the north end, Tallman can only connect by a pedestrian 
access.  There’s got to be another road there some place. 
 
Mr. Storrs stated what he was trying to say was that he didn’t want Tallman to go 
straight through from where it is now right on down to Wattles. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain stated that Tallman street is not connected to Tallman to the 
north, the connection will only be a walkway or bikeway, to access the school to 
the north.   
 
Mr. Miller stated that the major issue he was trying to clarify is that the access to 
the proposed side condominium would be from Wattles Road, not Tallman, but 
Tallman would have a pedestrian/bike access to service the school to the north. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain replied, yes. 
 
Mr. Miller continued, I just want to clarify the resolution when you talked about 
twenty-three (23) units.  Mr. Storrs, to clarify, in your resolution you talked about 
twenty-three (23) units.  Do you care if they can’t put in twenty-three (23) units, 
do you want to stick to twenty-three (23) units?  Do you understand what I’m 
saying? You specified twenty-three (23) units. 
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Mr. Storrs stated let’s have it say “including approximately 23 units”. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain asked Mr. Littman if he agrees on those changes because 
you’re the second. 
 
Mr. Littman stated he agrees. 
 
Mr. Wright stated you might want to include in the motion that any other changes 
to the site plan have to come back to this Board. 
 
Mr. Storrs agreed. 
 
Mr. Starr stated he doesn’t think he quite understands the motion.  It’s not clear. 
 
Mr. Vleck stated it is his understanding that we’re just not going to connect 
Tallman on the northern stub there.  That will be changed from a full street that 
will just be a pedestrian/bikeway access. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain stated which actually frees up land for the developer because it 
only has to be twelve (12) or fifteen (15) feet wide. 
 
Mr. Miller stated he wants to make sure that everybody understands the 
resolution so there’s no confusion.  I just want to make sure that we understand 
that in our resolution you’re not addressing whether there’s a cul-de-sac or a stub 
in this area, I mean in any of the areas.  Within the realms of your resolution, 
you’re going to allow the Planning Department and the developer to sit down and 
come up with a layout to submit to City Council that meets your conditions. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain stated that the other condition was the grading on the north. 
 
Mr. Miller stated I meant that all the conditions would have to be met. 
 
Mr. Starr stated that in Mr. Storrs motion, right now the way it stands, it leaves 
the western portion stub, or cul-de-sac, or whatever, but not coming out to 
Wattles.  Is that correct?  Where Tallman comes out to Wattles on the drawing 
now is the only access to that subdivision period, at this point. 
 
Mr. Miller stated they could stub it with a temporary turnaround to the west for 
future access.  That could happen if they think they’re going to develop that 
western portion at some time in the future. 
 
Mr. Kramer stated, as a point of clarification, I understood Mr. Storrs motion to 
say there would not be a vehicle connection to Tallman and I don’t believe he 
specified the rest of the layout in terms of where the connection would be to 
Wattles. 
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Yeas:     Nays:    Absent:   

  Vleck     Starr   
  Waller 
  Littman 
  Kramer 
  Wright 
  Pennington 
  Storrs 
  Chamberlain 
 

Mr. Starr stated he does not particularly object to the concept, I just feel it is a 
little bit too nebulous at this point. 

 
 MOTION CARRIED. 
 
 











August 14, 2002 
 
 
 
TO:  The Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 
FROM: John Szerlag, City Manager 

Gary A. Shripka, Assistant City Manager/Services 
 

SUBJECT: Section 1 Golf Course – Tree Removal  
 
 
 
At the August 9, 2002 meeting, Council passed Resolution 2002-08-472 approving 
removal of trees to construct tees, fairways and greens for the Section 1 Golf Course as 
shown on the approved site plan.  In addition, the Resolution required the contractor to 
return to Council for removal of any additional trees. 
 
Now that the location of tees, fairways and greens has been approved, the contractor has 
determined what areas require tree removal. 
 
The developer is now before Council requesting approval to remove those trees in the 
area of access and cart paths.  This request is further defined on the attached site plan. 
 
 
 
Attachment 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
G:\MY DOCUMENTS\Shripka, Gary\2002\Council Memos\081402 - Memo_M & CC re Section 1 Golf Course Tree Removal.doc  /klc 
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Mr. Bill Need called the meeting of the Building Code Board of Appeals to order at 8:30 
A.M. on Wednesday, July 3, 2002. 
 
PRESENT:  Rick Kessler   ALSO PRESENT: Mark Stimac 
   William Need      Pam Pasternak 
   David Roberts 
   Frank Zuazo 
 
ABSENT:  Ted Dziurman 
 
ITEM #1 – APPROVAL OF MINUTES – MEETING OF JUNE 5, 2002 
 
Motion by Kessler 
Supported by Roberts 
 
MOVED, to approve the minutes of the meeting of June 5, 2002 as written. 
 
Yeas:  4 – Kessler, Need, Roberts, Zuazo 
Absent: 1 – Dziurman 
 
MOTION TO APPROVE MINUTES CARRIED 
 
ITEM #2 – VARIANCE REQUESTED.  RICHARD INEZ, 6684 MICHAEL, for relief of 
Chapter 83 to erect a 4’ high aluminum fence. 
 
Mr. Stimac explained that the petitioner is requesting relief of Chapter 83 to erect a 4’ 
high aluminum fence.  This lot is a double front, through lot.  As such, it has a required 
front yard along both Michael and Livernois.  Chapter 83 limits the height of fences in 
required front yard setbacks to 30”.  The site plan submitted indicates a 4’ high 
aluminum fence in the required front setback along Livernois. 
 
Mr. & Mrs. Richard Inez were present.  Mr. Inez submitted a revised drawing due to the 
fact that they wish to put a pool in the backyard and therefore, their plans have changed 
slightly.  Mr. Inez stated that this fence would be decorative and would be hidden behind 
an existing berm. Mr. Inez further stated that he would like to protect both his family and 
pets from the traffic on Livernois Road.   Mr. Inez also said that he had received written 
approval from the Homeowner’s Association for this fence.   
 
Mr. Need opened the Public Hearing.  No one wished to be heard and the Public 
Hearing was closed. 
 
There are two (2) written approvals on file.  There are no objections on file. 
 
Mr. Stimac explained to the Board that based on the site plan the 15’ easement on the 
eastern most part of the site is a greenbelt area and the 20’ easement is a public utility 
easement.   
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ITEM #2 – con’t. 
Mr. Kessler questioned as to whether or not the fence could be placed between both 
easements and Mr. Inez stated that a 15’ setback would have the fence constructed 
right through the existing pine trees and mulch.  Mr. Inez went on to say that a 17’ 
setback would allow the fence to clear both the pine trees and mulch.   
 
Mr. Need asked Mr. Inez if he planned on putting in a gate at the back of the property 
due to the fact that he would be responsible for maintaining the berm, and Mr. Inez 
stated that although he wasn’t planning on adding a gate, he did not have a problem 
with putting one in. 
 
Motion by Kessler 
Supported by Roberts 
 
MOVED, to grant Richard Inez, 6684 Michael, relief of Chapter 83 to erect a 4’ high 
aluminum fence with a 17’ setback to the property line along Livernois. 
 

• Fence will provide privacy and protection for the petitioner. 
• A gate will be provided for maintenance of the property. 
• This variance is not contrary to public interest. 

 
Yeas:  4 – Kessler, Need, Roberts, Zuazo 
Absent: 1 – Dziurman 
 
MOTION TO GRANT VARIANCE CARRIED 
 
ITEM #3 – VARIANCE REQUESTED.  CHARLES SNELL, 2987 WINTER, for relief of 
Chapter 83 to erect a 6’ high privacy fence. 
 
Mr. Stimac stated that the petitioner is requesting relief of Chapter 83 to erect a 6’ high 
privacy fence.  This lot is a double front corner lot.  As such, it has a front yard along 
Winter and Dequindre.  Chapter 83 limits fences in required front yard setbacks to 30” in 
height.  The site plan submitted indicates a 6’ high privacy fence in the required front 
setback along Dequindre. 
 
Mr. Charles Snell was present and submitted a drawing to the Board showing the 
proposed location of the fence.  Mr. Stimac stated that this drawing indicated that the 
fence would be placed 12’ from the rear property line and thought that it would not be in 
line with other fences in the area.  Mr. Snell stated that he planned on having the fence 
erected in line with the other fences in the area. Mr. Snell also stated that he had a field 
study done and this drawing was in line with his neighbors. 
 
Mr. Snell further stated that he wants the fence to provide protection and privacy for his 
family from Dequindre Road.  Mr. Snell went on to say that there are quite a few 
accidents at the corner of Winter and Dequindre and he concerned for the safety of his  
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ITEM #3 – con’t. 
newborn son.  Mr. Snell also pointed out that he had taken many pictures of fences 
along Dequindre Road, and feels that his fence will be in line with these fences. 
 
Mr. Jim Mahon, the fence contractor for Mr. Snell stated that this would be a white cedar 
fence and would be aesthetically pleasing to the neighbors in the area.  Mr. Mahon 
further stated that they have used this same material in a great many of other fences in 
the Troy area and they are very nice. 
 
Mr. Need opened the Public Hearing.  No one wished to be heard and the Public 
Hearing was closed. 
 
There are two (2) written approvals on file.  There are no written objections. 
 
Mr. Kessler stated that the Board liked to see landscaping added to the fence line, in 
order to break up the line of fencing; however was not sure that the lot was large 
enough to support additional landscaping.  Mr. Need asked what the size of this lot was, 
and Mr. Stimac stated that it is in the R-1D Zoning District and the lots are 
approximately 8500 square feet.  Mr. Stimac also stated that it appears that this lot is 
75’ x 116’. 
 
Mr. Snell stated that he was not aware that landscaping was necessary, and felt that if 
he had to put it in it would make his property look out of place.  Mr. Kessler stated that 
the Board has changed their requirements when granting a variance to add 
landscaping.  Mr. Need stated that he felt that if the fence were constructed with a 6’ 
setback from the sidewalk that would provide enough room for landscaping to be added.  
Mr. Need explained that the Board feels that this landscaping would enhance the look of 
the property.  Mr. Kessler stated that he agreed with Mr. Need’s statement.    Mr. Snell 
said that if he was required to put in additional landscaping, he would be the only one in 
Troy that was required to do so, and was hoping that he would be able to stay more 
consistent with his neighbors.  Mr. Snell went on to say that his main concern is for the 
safety of his son, and if this stipulation was added to his request, he would put in the 
landscaping.  Mr. Kessler suggested that he talk to Mr. Ron Hynd of the Parks and 
Recreation Department, to determine what type of landscaping he could add. 
 
Motion by Need 
Supported by Kessler 
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ITEM #3 – con’t. 
MOVED, to grant Charles Snell, 2987 Winter, relief of Chapter 83 to erect a 6’ high 
privacy fence in the front setback along Dequindre. 
 

• Fence would be extended to the back property line. 
• Require a 6’ landscape area between the sidewalk and the fence. 
• Owner will be responsible for maintaining the property between the sidewalk and 

fence. 
• Landscape materials in the form of some type of evergreen or hedge will be 

provided. 
 
Yeas:  4 – Zuazo, Roberts, Kessler, Need 
Absent: 1 – Dziurman 
 
MOTION TO GRANT VARIANCE CARRIED 
 
The Building Code Board of Appeals meeting adjourned at 8:55 A.M. 
 
 
 
 
 
MS/pp 
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LIBRARY ADVISORY BOARD MINUTES - FINAL JULY 11, 2002 
 
 
ITEM # 1  The Chairman, David Cloyd, called the meeting to order at 7:30 P.M., on 

Thursday July 13, 2002.  Cloyd welcomed the new student representative to 
the Board, Steve Zhang. 

 
ITEM # 2ROLL CALL PRESENT: Joanne Allen 
   David Cloyd 
   Lynne Gregory 
   Nancy Wheeler 
   Audre Zembrzuski 
          Steve Zhang, Student Representative 
   
  STAFF: Brian Stoutenburg, Library Director 
 
  
ITEM #3 APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF MEETING OF JUNE 13, 2002. 
Motioned by Gregory 
Supported by Allen 
 
MOVED, TO APPROVE THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF JUNE 13, 2002 AS 
WRITTEN. 

Yeas: 5  Ayes.  Allen, Cloyd, Gregory, Wheeler, Zembrzuski 
 
 
ITEM #4 APPROVAL OF AGENDA.  

Motioned by Zembrzuski to approve agenda. 
Supported by Allen 

Yeas: 5  Ayes.  Allen, Cloyd, Gregory, Wheeler, Zembrzuski 
 
MOVED, TO APPROVE AGENDA CARRIED. 
 
 
ITEM #5  POSTPONED ITEMS  None. 
 
 
ITEM #6 REGULAR BUSINESS 
Linda Horn who coordinates the Circulation Service Area gave an overview of 
responsibilities and then a tour of the department.  A brief overview of the organizational 
chart of the Library was discussed. 
 
 
ITEM #7  REPORT AND COMMUNICATIONS 
Director’s report.  The Director’s Report is attached.   
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Board Member comments.    Zembrzuski, Wheeler, and Allen asked about some of 
the patron comments.  Allen and Gregory commented on the value of the café.  
Comments were made as to the art exhibits and the variety displayed. 
   
Suburban Library Cooperative.   An RFP was sent out concerning the security of the 
computer network.  Sirsi provided the best cost for software that will deal with issues of 
vulnerability, telecommunication, and hardware.  It was decided that Michicard 
participating libraries would use the patron’s home library card to check out books.  
Minimum computer configurations were established for use with Sirsi.  The SLC Board 
will not meet during the summer. 
 
Friends of the Troy Public Library.  Allen reported that the Friend’s Board would not 
meet during the summer, and that the ManPower/Friends program to raise funds for 
children’s books is underway and that letters were sent to all members of the Chamber 
of Commerce. 
 
Monthly Reports (June).  Circulation for the month of June compared with the same 
time period a year ago showed an increase of 19.5%.  The Library surpassed one 
million items circulated on June 22nd, and for the entire fiscal year circulated 1,027,064 
items, an 18% increase over the previous year.  There was an increase in patron visits 
by 8.3% for the month and up 12% for the year.  Program attendance was up 13.7 % for 
the month and up 11.9% for the year. The number of library programs offered was up 
39.5% for the month and up 24.6% for the year. 
 
Staff Changes.  
New: No new Staff 
Resigned: Hazra Lakdawala (accepted full-time position with Parks & Recreation) 
Terminated: Naseem Hashmi 
 
Gifts.   No gifts were received 
 
Informational Items.   July TPL Calendar 
 
Contacts and Correspondence.   23 written comments from the public were noted. 
 
Public Participation.  There was no public participation. 
 
The Library Advisory Board meeting adjourned at 8:30 P.M. 
 
Respectively submitted, 
 
 
 
Brian Stoutenburg 
Library Director 



BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS – DRAFT                                                 JULY 16, 2002 

 1

The Chairman, Michael Hutson, called the meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals to 
order at 7:30 P.M. on Tuesday, July 16, 2002. 
 
PRESENT: Kenneth Courtney  ALSO PRESENT: Mark Stimac 
  Marcia Gies      Allan Motzny 
  Michael Hutson     Pam Pasternak  
  Matthew Kovacs 
  Mark Maxwell 
  David Waller 
 
ABSENT: Christopher Fejes 
 
ITEM #1 – APPROVAL OF MINUTES – MEETING OF JUNE 18, 2002 
 
Motion by Kovacs 
Supported by Gies 
 
MOVED, to approve the minutes of the meeting of June 18, 2002 with the correction 
listed below. 
 
Vote on Item #12 should indicate that there were six (6) Yes Votes, and one (1) No Vote 
- Kovacs 
 
Yeas:  5 – Gies, Hutson, Kovacs, Maxwell, Courtney 
Abstain: 1 – Waller 
Absent: 1 - Fejes 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF MEETING OF JUNE 18, 2002 WITH CORRECTION 
CARRIED 
 
ITEM #2 – RENEWAL REQUESTED.  VERSATUBE CORPORATION, 4755 
ROCHESTER, for relief of the 6’ high masonry-screening wall required along the north 
and west property lines where the property abuts residentially zoned property. 
 
Mr. Stimac explained that the petitioner is requesting renewal of relief granted by this 
Board in regard to a 6’ high masonry screening wall required along the north and west 
property lines of their site that abuts residential zoning.  The Zoning Ordinance requires 
that a 6’ high masonry-screening wall be provided at the zoning boundary. This Board 
has granted this relief since 1985. The Board granted relief allowing the petitioner to 
install an 8’ high steel fence in lieu of the wall based on the fact that the fence suits the 
needs probably as well as, if not better, than the masonry wall.  This item last appeared 
before this Board in August 1999 and was granted a three-year renewal.  An application 
to rezone the adjacent property to the north to allow a residential townhouse 
development has recently been submitted to the City.  Other than that, conditions 
remain the same and we have no complaints or objections on file. 
 
The petitioner was not present. 
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ITEM #2 – con’t. 
Motion by Courtney 
Supported by Gies 
 
MOVED, to grant Versatube Corporation, 4755 Rochester, a three (3) year renewal for 
relief of the 6’ high masonry-screening wall required along the north and west property 
lines where the property abuts residentially zoned property. 
 

• Conditions remain the same. 
• There are no complaints or objections on file. 

 
Yeas:  6 - Gies, Hutson, Kovacs, Maxwell, Waller, Courtney 
Absent: 1 – Fejes 
 
MOTION TO GRANT RENEWAL FOR THREE (3) YEARS CARRIED 
 
ITEM #3 – RENEWAL REQUESTED.  MR. & MRS. AL KING, 2212 LIVERNOIS, 
ATLAS VENEER FIREPLACES, for relief to maintain a metal fence in lieu of the 6’ high 
masonry screening wall required along the east property line where this commercial 
property abuts residentially zoned property. 
 
Mr. Stimac explained that the petitioners are requesting relief to maintain a metal fence 
in lieu of the 6’ high masonry-screening wall required along the east property line where 
this commercial property abuts residentially zoned property. 
 
This Board originally granted this relief in 1983, primarily due to the fact that the 
petitioner owns the property to the east, which is undeveloped.  This item last appeared 
before this Board in July 2000 and was granted a two (2) year renewal.  Conditions 
remain the same, and we have no complaints or objections on file. 
 
Mrs. King was present and stated that she had nothing to add. 
 
Motion by Kovacs 
Supported by Maxwell 
 
MOVED, to grant Mr. & Mrs. Al King, 2212 Livernois, Atlas Veneer Fireplaces, a three 
(3) year renewal of relief to maintain a metal fence in lieu of the 6’ high masonry 
screening wall required along the east property line where this commercial property 
abuts residentially zoned property. 
 

• Conditions remain the same. 
• There are no complaints or objections on file. 

 
Yeas:  6 – Hutson, Kovacs, Maxwell, Waller, Courtney, Gies 
Absent: 1 – Fejes 
 
MOTION TO GRANT RENEWAL OF VARIANCE FOR THREE (3) YEARS CARRIED 
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ITEM #4 – RENEWAL REQUESTED.  MIDWEST GUARANTY BANK, 5950 
ROCHESTER, for relief of the 6’ high masonry screening wall required along the south 
and east property lines where it abuts residentially zoned property. 
 
Mr. Stimac explained that the petitioner is requesting relief of the 6’ high masonry 
screening wall required along the south and east property lines.  These property lines 
abut residential zoning and relief was originally granted in 1977 based on the fact that a 
river surrounded the area and there was a substantial brush growth that adequately 
screens the abutting residential land.  This item last appeared before this Board in 
August 1999 and was granted a three (3) year renewal.  Conditions remain the same, 
and we have no objections or complaints on file. 
 
Mr. Dale Pfeiffer, Branch Manager for Midwest Guaranty Bank was present and stated 
that he had nothing to add. 
 
Motion by Courtney 
Supported by Waller 
 
MOVED, to grant Midwest Guaranty Bank, 5950 Rochester, a three (3) year renewal of 
relief of the 6’ high masonry screening wall required along the south and east property 
lines where it abuts residentially zoned property. 
 

• Conditions remain the same. 
• There are no complaints or objections on file. 

 
Yeas:  6 – Kovacs, Maxwell, Waller, Courtney, Gies, Hutson 
Absent: 1 – Fejes 
 
MOTION TO GRANT RENEWAL OF VARIANCE FOR THREE (3) YEARS CARRIED 
 
ITEM #5 – RENEWAL REQUESTED.  OSPREY LTD, 2701 TROY CENTER DRIVE, for 
relief of the 6’ high masonry screening wall required along the north property line where 
it abuts residentially zoned property. 
 
Mr. Stimac explained that the petitioner is requesting relief of the 6’ high masonry-
screening wall required along the north property line.  The petitioner was originally 
granted this relief based on the fact that they would install 280’ of decorative metal 
fencing and landscaping along this north property line that abuts a residential apartment 
complex.  This item last appeared before this Board in August 1999 and was granted a 
three (3) year renewal.  Conditions remain the same, and we have no objections or 
complaints on file. 
 
Mr. Roger O’Toole of Osprey LTD was present and stated that there has been very little 
or no change to this property and wished to extend this variance request. 
 
Motion by Maxwell 
Supported by Courtney 
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ITEM #5 – con’t. 
MOVED, to grant Osprey LTD, 2701 Troy Center Drive, a three (3) year renewal of relief 
of the 6’ high masonry screening wall required along the north property line where it 
abuts residentially zoned property. 
 

• Conditions remain the same. 
• There are no complaints or objections on file. 
 

Yeas:  6 – Maxwell, Waller, Courtney, Gies, Hutson, Kovacs 
Absent: 1 – Fejes 
 
MOTION TO GRANT RENEWAL OF VARIANCE REQUEST FOR THREE (3) YEARS 
CARRIED 
 
ITEM #6 – VARIANCE REQUESTED.  KENT MELLEBRAND, 1065 HARTLAND, for 
relief to construct a 576 square foot detached garage that would result in 896 square 
feet of accessory building where 600 square feet are permitted. 
 
Mr. Stimac explained that the petitioner is requesting relief to construct a 576 square 
foot detached garage that would result in 896 square feet of accessory building where 
600 feet are permitted.  This item first appeared before this Board at the meeting of 
June 18, 2002 and was postponed to allow the petitioner to explore the possibility of 
attaching this proposed garage to his home. 
 
Mr. Kent Mellebrand was present and stated that if he had to attach the garage to his 
home, he would have to cut down several mature trees and would rather have the 
garage detached. 
 
 Mr. Courtney asked Mr. Mellebrand if he planned on taking down the other existing 
garage and Mr. Mellebrand stated that he was not planning on removing this building.   
 
Mr. Waller asked why Mr. Mellebrand felt he needed a larger garage, and Mr. 
Mellebrand stated that because the existing garage is very narrow, it is very difficult to 
get a car in and open the car door.  Mr. Mellebrand went on to say that there is 18” from 
the side of the car to the side door, and this makes it very difficult to pull the car in and 
open the door in order to exit the vehicle.   
 
There are two (2) approvals on file.  There are two (2) objections on file. 
 
The Chairman opened the Public Hearing.  No one wished to be heard and the Public 
Hearing was closed. 
 
Motion by Courtney 
Supported by Gies 
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ITEM #6 – con’t. 
MOVED, to deny the request of Kent Mellebrand for relief to construct a 576 square foot 
detached garage that would result in 896 square feet of accessory building where 600 
square feet are permitted. 
 

• Petitioner did not demonstrate a hardship with the land. 
• Petitioner could comply with the Ordinance, if he removes the existing accessory 

building. 
 
Yeas:  3 – Courtney, Gies, Hutson 
Nays:  3 – Waller, Kovacs, Maxwell 
Absent: 1 – Fejes 
 
MOTION TO DENY FAILS 
 
Motion by Maxwell 
Supported by Waller 
 
MOVED, to postpone the request of Kent Mellebrand for relief to construct a 576 square 
foot detached garage that would result in 896 square feet of accessory building where 
600 square feet are permitted. 
 

• To allow petitioner to revise his plans and reduce the size of the proposed 
garage. 

• To allow the petitioner the opportunity to decide if he can comply with the 
Ordinance and remove the existing building. 

 
Yeas:  3 – Kovacs, Maxwell, Waller 
Nays:  3 – Courtney, Gies, Hutson 
Absent: 1 – Fejes 
 
MOTION TO POSTPONE REQUEST FAILS 
 
The Chairman, Mr. Hutson asked Mr. Motzny what the procedure would be now on this 
item.  Mr. Motzny stated that at this point a variance has not been granted or denied 
and felt that the petitioner should request to be placed on the agenda for the Board of 
Zoning Appeals meeting of August 20, 2002. 
 
ITEM #7 – VARIANCE REQUESTED.  WILLIAM SWETLAND, 575 TRINWAY, for 
relief to construct a detached garage which would bring the total area of all accessory 
buildings to 870 square feet where only 750 square feet are allowed on this site by 
Section 40.57.04. 
 
Mr. Stimac explained that the petitioner is requesting relief to construct a detached 
garage.  The application submitted indicates that the proposed detached garage would 
be 624 square feet.  The site plan submitted also shows an existing 245 square foot 
shed, which would bring the total area of all accessory buildings to 870 square feet.   
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ITEM #7 – con’t 
Section 40.57.04 limits the area of all accessory buildings on a site to 600 square feet or 
one-half the ground floor area of the main building; whichever is greater.  The house 
footprint is 1500 square feet.  As such, accessory buildings are limited to 750 square 
feet on this site.   
 
Mr. Swetland was present and stated that this is Phase I of his project.  Mr. Swetland 
indicated that he had looked for a property like this for quite some time, and eventually 
would like to remodel the kitchen and add a breezeway that would connect this garage 
to his home.  Mr. Swetland also stated that the lot is heavily wooded and therefore the 
garage would be very well screened.   
 
Mr. Brent Anderson, of Father and Son Construction, was also present and stated that 
he had drawings which show the proposed kitchen addition and breezeway. 
 
Mr. Courtney stated that if Mr. Swetland remodeled his kitchen and added the 
breezeway to the garage a variance would not be required.  Mr. Swetland stated that he 
was single and felt he could live with an older kitchen for a while, and would prefer to 
have a garage.  Mr. Swetland indicated that he planned to remodel the kitchen at a later 
date.  He also stated that he is very happy with this property and plans on staying in 
Troy. 
 
The Chairman opened the Public Hearing.  No one wished to be heard and the Public 
Hearing was closed. 
 
There are four (4) written approvals on file.  There are no written objections on file. 
 
Motion by Waller 
Supported by Maxwell 
 
MOVED, to grant William Swetland, 575 Trinway, relief to construct a detached garage 
which would bring the total area of all accessory buildings to 870 square feet where only 
750 square feet are allowed on this site by Section 40.57.04. 
 

• Variance request is minimal. 
• Variance is not contrary to public interest. 
• Variance does not have an adverse effect to surrounding property. 
• The property is very large and can easily support the additional building area. 

 
Yeas:  4 – Gies, Kovacs, Maxwell, Waller 
Nays:  2 – Courtney, Hutson 
Absent: 1 – Fejes 
 
MOTION TO GRANT VARIANCE CARRIED 
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ITEM #8 – VARIANCE REQUESTED.  WILLIAM WARREN, 6044 NILES, for relief to 
construct a storage shed in the side yard of this property where a rear yard location is 
required by Section 40.57.03. 
 
Mr. Stimac explained that the petitioner is requesting relief to construct a storage shed.  
The site plan submitted indicates the proposed location of the shed on the north side of 
the home.  This location places the proposed accessory building in the side yard of the 
property.  Section 40.57.03 prohibits the placement of an accessory building in any yard 
except a rear yard.  Mr. Stimac further noted that he believed that this property at one 
time fronted on Square Lake and that when the portion of the property on the south was 
split off to create the office portion the lot was re-oriented towards Niles.  Once that was 
done the lot became a very shallow, wide parcel. 
 
Mr. Warren was present and stated that due to the location of his home on the property, 
he does not have a rear yard, and feels that by placing the shed in this location, it would 
be very well screened.  Mr. Courtney asked if he could place the shed behind his 
garage, and Mr. Warren stated that if he did that he would not comply with the minimum 
6’ rear yard setback required. 
 
The Chairman opened the Public Hearing.  No one wished to be heard and the Public 
Hearing was closed. 
 
There are two (2) written approvals on file.  There are no written objections on file. 
 
Motion by Kovacs 
Supported by Courtney 
 
MOVED, to grant William Warren, 6044 Niles, relief to construct a storage shed in the 
side yard of his property where a rear yard location is required by Section 40.57.03. 
 

• Variance is not contrary to public interest. 
• Variance would not have an adverse effect on surrounding property. 
• Literal enforcement of the Ordinance is unnecessarily burdensome. 

 
Yeas:  6 – Gies, Hutson, Kovacs, Maxwell, Waller, Courtney 
Absent: 1 – Fejes 
 
MOTION TO GRANT VARIANCE CARRIED 
 
ITEM #9 – VARIANCE REQUESTED.  RICHARD GERMAN, 1281 BOYD, for approval, 
as required by Section 40.57.10, to maintain a pigeon coop on residential property and 
to have accessory buildings totaling 748 square feet where only 600 square feet are 
permitted by Section 40.57.04. 
 
Mr. Stimac explained that the petitioner is requesting relief to maintain a pigeon coop 
which was constructed without first obtaining a Building Permit.  The site plan submitted 
indicates that there are two (2) sheds; a garage and the proposed pigeon coop currently  
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ITEM #9 – con’t. 
on the property.  Petitioner has indicated that he would remove the two (2) sheds if 
granted a variance for the pigeon coop. 
 
The pigeon coop and detached garage that will remain have a combined floor area of 
748 square feet.  Section 40.57.04 limits the total of all accessory buildings on a site to 
600 square feet or one-half the ground floor area of the main building; whichever is 
greater.  The ground floor area of the house is 920 square feet, which means that the 
total allowable area of accessory buildings cannot exceed 600 square feet. 
 
Also, Section 40.57.10 requires Zoning Board of Appeals approval for the placement of 
any accessory building other than a shed, garage, cabana, doghouse or antenna. 
 
Mr. Richard German was present and stated that he has been raising pigeons for fifty 
(50) years.  Mr. German brought in a petition signed by his neighbors indicating 
approval of this pigeon coop.  Mr. Hutson asked if these were homing pigeons and Mr. 
German stated that they were, however, he does not release them, but uses them 
mainly for show purposes.  Mr. German also stated that this coop has a special floor, 
which can be easily removed and cleaned. 
 
Mr. Maxwell asked how many pigeons Mr. German owned and Mr. German replied that 
he has approximately 65 pigeons.  Mr. German also stated that this new coop will help 
him keep his pigeons healthier and the area cleaner.  
 
The Chairman opened the Public Hearing.  No one wished to be heard and the Public 
Hearing was closed.   
 
There are four (4) written approvals on file.  There is one (1) written objection on file. 
 
Motion by Waller 
Supported by Maxwell 
 
MOVED, to grant Richard German, 1281 Boyd, approval as required by Section 
40.57.10, to maintain a pigeon coop on residential property and to have accessory 
buildings totaling 748 square feet where only 600 square feet are permitted by Section 
40.57.04. 
 

• Two (2) existing sheds will be removed. 
• Variance is not contrary to public interest. 
• Variance will not have an adverse effect on surrounding property. 

 
Yeas:  6 – Gies, Hutson, Kovacs, Maxwell, Waller, Courtney 
Absent: 1 – Fejes 
 
MOTION TO GRANT VARIANCE CARRIED 
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ITEM #9 – con’t. 
Mr. Kovacs addressed the concerns in the written objection by stating that since these 
pigeons are not released, bird droppings would not create a problem to surrounding 
property. 
 
ITEM #10 – APPROVAL REQUESTED.  JOE FEKO, 917 DURHAM, for approval to 
construct a freestanding gazebo as required by Section 40.57.10. 
 
Mr. Stimac explained that the petitioner is requesting relief to construct a deck and 
freestanding gazebo.  Section 40.57.10 requires the Board of Zoning Appeals approval 
for the placement of any accessory structure other than a garage, shed, cabana or 
doghouse.   
 
Mr. Feko was present and stated that they felt the addition of a freestanding gazebo 
would enhance their property and also act as a screened in porch. 
 
The Chairman opened the Public Hearing. 
 
Mr. George Kohut, President of the Washington Square Estates Homeowners 
Association, stated that their board supports this type of improvement to the homes in 
the area.  Mr. Kohut went on to say that they encourage the property owners in their sub 
to make as many improvements to their property as they can.   
 
No one else wished to be heard and the Public Hearing was closed. 
 
There are eleven (11) written approvals on file.  There are no written objections on file. 
 
Motion by Courtney 
Supported by Maxwell 
 
MOVED, to grant Joe Feko, 917 Durham, approval to construct a freestanding gazebo 
as required by Section 40.57.10. 
 

• Approval is not contrary to public interest. 
• Approval would not have an adverse effect to surrounding property. 

 
Yeas:  6 – Hutson, Kovacs, Maxwell, Waller, Gies 
Absent: 1 – Fejes 
 
MOTION TO GRANT APPROVAL CARRIED 
 
ITEM #11 – VARIANCE REQUESTED.  MAPLEWOOD CT. LLC, 440 E. MAPLE 
(PROPOSED ADDRESS), for relief to construct an 11,872 square foot multi-tenant light 
industrial building with parking in the front setback where a 50’ landscaped front yard is 
required by Paragraph L of Section 31.30.00. 
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ITEM #11 – con’t. 
Mr. Stimac explained that the petitioner is requesting relief to construct an 11,872 
square foot multi-tenant light industrial building.  This property is located at the  
southeast corner of Maple and Combermere.  The site plan submitted shows parking 
within 10’ of the property line along Combermere.  Section 30.20.09 (L) of the Zoning 
Ordinance requires a 50’ front setback from all public streets and does not allow parking 
or structures within the required setback. Mr. Stimac also noted that a similar plan had 
been presented to the Board in October of 2000 and received approval of a variance for 
parking in the front setback.  That variance has now expired and the new request is 
from a different petitioner and is based upon a different plan. 
 
Mr. Paul Siver and Mr. David Tenniswood, both of Maplewood Ct. LLC were present.  
Mr. Siver stated that there are numerous buildings on Combermere which allow parking 
in the front setback, and due to the narrowness of the lot it is very difficult for them to 
construct a building that would allow for parking in any other area.   
 
Mr. Maxwell expressed concern regarding the northern driveway near Maple and felt 
that it could create a traffic hazard due to the fact that it was within 50’ of Maple.  Mr. 
Tenniswood stated that typically traffic would enter at one driveway and exit from the 
second driveway.  Mr. Tenniswood also stated that this was not a walk-in business and 
he did not think traffic would be a concern.  Mr. Maxwell asked if it would be possible to 
move the building back from Combermere and provide parallel parking and Mr. 
Tenniswood stated that they would lose a large number of parking spaces.   Mr. 
Maxwell asked Mr. Tenniswood if they could make the building any smaller and add 
parking to the South end, and Mr. Tenniswood stated that could not make it smaller, 
because it would not be economically feasible.  Mr. Maxwell also stated that they could 
have a smaller building and Mr. Tenniswood again stated that a smaller building was 
not economically feasible. 
 
Mr. Waller asked if the petitioners had been to the Planning Commission, and also 
stated that he felt that the Planning Commission would address the issue of the north 
driveway.  Mr. Waller then asked if they met the requirement for parking and Mr. 
Tenniswood stated that they were presently over the minimum requirement for parking.  
Mr. Tenniswood stated that he and his partner are aware of how much parking is 
required, and in all of their buildings they provide extra parking for the tenants. Mr.  
Waller then asked about angle parking and Mr. Stimac stated that they would still be 
parking in the setback.   Mr. Stimac explained that in comparison to the previous site 
plan submitted, the width of the driveway in the front of the building has been decreased 
and the proposed building is deeper than the original request in October 2000.  Mr. 
Stimac went on to say that the Ordinance would require 27 parking spaces, and 
presently 33 parking spaces are provided. 
 
Mr. Courtney asked how large a building was approved by this Board back in October 
2000 and Mr. Stimac stated that at that time the request was to build a building which 
would have been 9,548 square feet.   Mr. Stimac also said that the proposed driveway 
is closer to Maple than previously requested.  Mr. Kovacs asked how the City feels 
about the driveway in this location, which would be closer to Maple Road. Mr. Stimac  
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ITEM #11 – con’t.                                                                                                                                    
stated that as Mr. Waller had indicated, both the Planning Commission and Traffic 
Engineer would look at the site plan and address the issue of this driveway.  Mr. Stimac  
also stated that the location of the driveway is subject to the approval and review of the 
Planning Commission as part of the site plan approval process, and they may require 
them to move this driveway farther south.  Mr. Stimac also stated that that may result in 
the elimination of one or two parking spaces at the northerly end but will not change the 
east west dimensions that predicate the need for a variance before this Board. 
 
Mr. Waller asked about the retention pond at the north end of the property.  Mr. Siver 
sated that the retention pond would be included.  Mr. Waller also stated that the building 
would honor the setback from Maple, and thinks that the orientation of the building 
would get considerably smaller before it would meet the requirements of parking in the 
setback. 
 
The Chairman opened the Public Hearing.  No one wished to be heard and the Public 
Hearing was closed. 
 
There is one (1) written objection on file.  There are no written approvals on file. 
 
Mr. Courtney stated that he felt that the previous variance request was excessive and 
also feels that this request is excessive.  Mr. Waller stated that he is quite impressed 
with the properties that have been developed and improved by this petitioner. Mr. Waller 
also stated that these folks invest themselves in Troy, and believes they should be 
given some consideration. 
 
Mr. Maxwell stated that he would like to see the driveway placed further south.  Mr. 
Tenniswood stated that their intention is to have traffic enter from the south and exit at 
the north.  Mr. Waller stated that their request would be more attractive to the Planning 
Commission with extra signs indicating one-way traffic. 
 
Mr. Kovacs stated that he appreciated these comments, but felt that the Planning 
Commission should deal with these concerns.  Mr. Stimac stated that action by this 
Board is required for the driveway on the north side due to the fact that it would be 
within the 50’ setback from Maple Road.  Mr. Stimac stated that officially this area also 
is supposed to be a greenbelt area.  Mr. Stimac went on to say that he agreed with Mr. 
Waller’s comments regarding one-way traffic, however, if traffic were leaving this site 
and wanted to make a left turn, it could still present a traffic hazard from Maple.   
 
Mr. Stimac noted the difference between the 11,928 square foot building shown on the 
petitioner’s plan and the 11,872 square foot building mentioned in his agenda 
explanation.  Mr. Tenniswood confirmed that they are proposing to construct an 11, 928 
square foot building. 
 
Motion by Waller 
Supported by Gies 
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ITEM #11 – con’t. 
MOVED, to grant Maplewood Ct., LLC, 440 E. Maple (proposed address) relief to 
construct an 11,928 square foot multi-tenant light industrial building with parking in the 
front setback where a 50’ landscaped front yard is required by Paragraph L of Section 
31.30.00. 
 

• North driveway will be pulled to the south so it is not past the east – west line of 
the north end of the building. 

• Variance is not contrary to public interest. 
• Variance will not have an adverse effect on surrounding property. 

 
Yeas:  3 – Kovacs, Waller, Gies 
Nays:  3 – Maxwell, Courtney, Hutson 
Absent: 1 - Fejes 
 
MOTION TO GRANT VARIANCE FAILS 
 
Mr. Courtney stated that he would be in favor of granting the same variance that was 
approved in 2000. 
 
Motion by Courtney 
 
MOVED, to grant Maplewood Ct., LLC 440 E. Maple (proposed address) relief to 
construct an 9,548 square foot multi-tenant light industrial building with parking the front 
setback where a 50’ landscaped front yard is required by Paragraph L of Section 
31.30.00. 
 
Motion dies due to lack of support. 
 
Mr. Tenniswood indicated that there had been two other people interested in this 
property, and stated that they could not request a variance for a building which would be 
smaller, due to the fact that it was not economically feasible.  Mr. Tenniswood also 
indicated that they had proposed the driveways on Combermere instead of Maple in 
order to keep traffic less hazardous. 
 
Motion by Maxwell 
Supported by Waller 
 
MOVED, to postpone the request of Maplewood Ct. LLC, 440 E. Maple (proposed 
address) until the meeting of August 20, 2002, for relief to construct an 11,928 square 
foot multi-tenant light industrial building with parking in the front setback where a 50’ 
landscaped front yard is required by Paragraph L of Section 31.30.00. 
 

• To allow the petitioner the opportunity of a full Board.  
• To allow the petitioner the opportunity to present the Board with an alternative 

plan concerning the north driveway. 
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ITEM #11 – con’t. 
Yeas:  5 – Maxwell, Waller, Gies, Hutson, Kovacs 
Nays:  1 – Courtney 
Absent: 1 – Fejes 
 
MOTION TO POSTPONE REQUEST UNTIL MEETING OF AUGUST 20, 2002 
CARRIED 
 
ITEM #12 – VARIANCE REQUESTED.  WILLIAM JACKA, 3971 ESTATES, for relief to 
construct a sunroom addition on the rear of an existing house with a 32’ setback from 
the property line along Wattles where 40’ is required by Section 30.10.02. 
 
Mr. Stimac explained that the petitioner is requesting relief to construct a sunroom 
addition on the rear of his existing home.  This property is located at the southwest 
corner of Estates and Wattles.  This lot is a double front corner lot.  As such, Section 
30.10.02 requires a 40’ minimum front setback from both Estates Drive and Wattles 
Road.  The site plan submitted indicates a proposed sunroom addition with a 32’ 
setback to the property line along Wattles Road. 
 
In May 1970, the Board of Zoning Appeals for the construction of this home granted a 
variance with a 25’ front setback to Wattles Road.  This variance granted an exception 
for the original house only, and did not include future expansions. 
 
Mr. Jacka was present and stated that he has lived at this location for thirty-one (31) 
years, and has found it is extremely difficult to enjoy his yard with the increased traffic 
along Wattles Road.  Mr. Jacka also stated that they had checked into the possibility of 
placing this addition in another location, however, if they met the setback requirement, 
the wall of the sunroom would be in the middle of their family room door wall, which 
would eliminate a great deal of light.   
 
The Chairman opened the Public Hearing.  
 
Carmelo Milia, 3911 Boulder, was present and stated that he has been Mr. Jacka’s 
neighbor for twenty-nine years and totally supports Mr. Jacka’s request.  Mr. Milia also 
brought in a petition indicating approval from many of the neighbors.   
 
No one else wished to be heard and the Public Hearing was closed. 
 
There are seven (7) written approvals on file.  There are no written objections on file. 
 
Motion by Kovacs 
Supported by Courtney 
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ITEM #12 – con’t. 
MOVED, to grant William Jacka, 3971 Estates, relief to construct a sunroom addition on 
the rear of an existing house with a 32’ setback from the property line along Wattles 
where 40’ is required by Section 30.10.02. 
 

• Footprint of the home on the land creates a hardship with the land. 
• Conformance to the Ordinance is unnecessarily burdensome. 
• Variance is not contrary to public interest. 
• Variance would not have an adverse effect to surrounding property. 

 
Yeas:  6 – Waller, Courtney, Gies, Hutson, Kovacs, Maxwell 
Absent: 1 – Fejes 
 
MOTION TO GRANT VARIANCE CARRIED 
 
ITEM #13 – VARIANCE REQUESTED.  DENNIS M. TORPEY, 3330 ROCHESTER 
ROAD (PROPOSED ADDRESS), for relief to construct a new multi-tenant commercial 
building with a 39’ front yard setback where 75’ is required by Section 30.20.05. 
 
Mr. Stimac explained that the petitioner is requesting relief to construct a new multi-
tenant commercial building.  The property in question is located at the northeast corner 
of Rochester Road and Torpey Drive and is in the B-2 (Community Business) Zoning 
District.  The location of this property and the orientation of the properties around it 
make it a double-front corner lot.  Section 30.20.05 of the Troy Zoning Ordinance 
requires a 75’ front yard setback in the B-2 Zoning District.  The site plan submitted 
indicates that the building is proposed to be located only 39’ from the property line along 
Torpey Drive. 
 
Mr. Dennis Torpey was present and stated that the narrowness of the lot combined with 
the double frontage of the lot creates a hardship.  He noted that they could build a 
building of similar size by orienting the front of the businesses to the south, but felt that 
this orientation would be a hardship to the businesses due to a lack of visibility to 
Rochester Road.  Mr. Torpey also stated that they placed the entrance driveway on 
Torpey to help eliminate some of the traffic along Rochester Road.  Mr. Torpey 
explained that they also moved the location of the dumpsters up instead of putting them 
in the back corner. 
 
Mr. Courtney asked how big this building would be compared to the original meat 
market and Mr. Torpey stated that the original market was 4400 square feet and the 
proposed building would be 4800 square feet.   
 
Mr. Waller asked Mr. Torpey what he meant by a multi-tenant building and Mr. Torpey 
stated that the majority of it would be the meat market, but they also would like to add a 
bakery and vegetable market.  Mr. Waller commended Mr. Torpey on the fact that he 
would have the driveway on Torpey rather than Rochester Road, and also on the fact 
that he is moving the dumpsters. 
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ITEM #13 – con’t. 
The Chairman opened the Public Hearing.  No one wished to be heard and the Public 
Hearing was closed. 
 
There are two (2) written approvals on file.  There is one (1) written objection on file. 
 
Motion by Kovacs 
Supported by Gies 
 
MOVED, to grant Dennis M. Torpey, 3330 Rochester Road (proposed address), for 
relief to construct a new multi-tenant commercial building with a 39’ front yard setback 
where 75’ is required by Section 30.20.05. 
 

• Literal enforcement of the Ordinance would be unnecessarily burdensome. 
• Narrowness of the property creates a hardship. 
• Variance is not contrary to public interest. 
• Variance would not have an adverse effect to surrounding property. 
• Variance will not permit establishment of a prohibitive use of the property. 

 
Yeas:  6 – Courtney, Gies, Hutson, Kovacs, Maxwell, Waller 
Absent: 1 – Fejes 
 
MOTION TO GRANT VARIANCE CARRIED 
 
Mr. Stimac stated that he felt that perhaps this was the time to address the requirement 
of Board of Zoning Appeals approval regarding gazebos.  He said that he will begin 
working with the Planning Department staff to propose revisions to the Ordinance to 
potentially eliminate this required step. 
 
The Board of Zoning Appeals meeting of July 16, 2002 adjourned at 9:09 P.M. 
 
 
 
 
MS/pp 
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TROY DAZE MINUTES 
JULY 23, 2002  

 
 
Called to order at 7:39PM by Cheryl    

 
Present:     Bill Hall  Dave Swanson 

Jim Cyrulewski Tonya Perry    
Jeff Biegler    Dick Tharp 
Cele Dilley   Robert Preston    
Cindy Stewart Cheryl Whitton Kaszubski 

    Xin Li 
 
  Chairpersons & Guests: Tom Kaszubski  JoAnn Preston     
    Daniel P. O’Brien     Tom Tighe 
    Tarcisio Massaini  Dave Lambert 
    Tom Connery Leonard Bertin 
    Bob Broquet            Jeff Winiarski 
    Mike Gonda  Karen Mooradian 
    Jen Tabor           Shirley Darge 
    Scott Wharff  Diane Mitchell 
    Sandy Pries  Cyndee Krstich 
 
Motion by Cele, second by Bob, and carried, to excuse Kessie, Bob, & Sue. 
 
Secretary Report – Motion by Dick, second by Bill, and carried, to accept July minutes as 
submitted. 
 
New Business – Motion by Jim, second by Dick, and carried, to appoint Bob Berk as 
Chairperson of the Festival Emergency Operation Committee. 
POLICY FOR REQUESTS FOR PARTICIPANT INFORMATION – Motion by Cele, second 
by Jim, and carried, to table until legal requirements can be researched. 
 
Old Business – UPDATE ON CONTRACTS – Most have been entered into the system, a 
couple are waiting for quote responses. 
 
Adjourned at 7:55PM  
 
Next Troy Daze Advisory Committee meeting August 20, 2002 at 7:30PM, followed by 
Festival Committee meeting.   
 

City of Troy
G-01
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Assistant Fire Chief, Rick Sinclair, called the meeting of the Building Code Board of 
Appeals to order at 8:33 A.M. 
 
PRESENT:  Rick Kessler   ALSO PRESENT: Mark Stimac 
   Bill Need      Ginny Norvell 
   Rick Sinclair      Pam Pasternak 
   Frank Zuazo 
 
ABSENT:  Ted Dziurman 
 
ITEM #1 – APPROVAL OF MINUTES – MEETING OF JULY 3, 2002 
 
Motion by Need 
Supported by Kessler 
 
MOVED, to approve the minutes of the meeting of July 3, 2002 as written. 
 
Yeas:  4 – Kessler, Need, Sinclair, Zuazo 
Absent: 1 – Dziurman 
 
MOTION TO APPROVE MINUTES AS WRITTEN CARRIED 
 
Mr. Stimac stated that he had spoken to Mr. Dziurman who is undergoing physical 
therapy, but hopes to be at the September meeting of the Building Code Board. 
 
ITEM #2 – VARIANCE REQUESTED.  MR. & MRS. MIKE GIORGI, 5443 ENGLISH, for 
relief to install a 4’ high wood picket fence in the front setback along Willard. 
 
Mr. Stimac explained that the petitioners are requesting relief to erect a 4’ high wood 
picket fence.  This lot is a double front corner lot.  As such, it has a front yard along both 
English and Willard.  Chapter 83 limits fences in required front yards to 30” in height.  
The site plan submitted indicates a 4’ high wood non-obscuring picket fence in the 
required front setback along Willard. 
 
Mrs. Lynn Giorgi was present and stated that they have adopted a large dog and are 
experiencing some difficulty with keeping her contained in the yard.  Mrs. Giorgi stated 
that presently they have her tied and they are afraid she may get hurt.  Mrs. Giorgi also 
stated that they plan on removing a great deal of the existing split rail fence and 
believes that this fence will be much more aesthetically pleasing.  She stated that 
because the school is located behind her, many people walk along this sidewalk and 
there is a need to enclose the property 
 
Mr. Sinclair opened the Public Hearing.  No one wished to be heard and the Public 
Hearing was closed. 
 
There are eight (8) written approvals on file.  There are two (2) written objections on file. 

City of Troy
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ITEM #2 – con’t. 
Motion by Need 
Supported by Kessler 
 
MOVED, to grant Mr. & Mrs. Mike Giorgi, 5443 English, a variance for relief to install a 
4’ high wood picket fence in the front setback along Willard. 
 

• Variance is not contrary to public interest. 
• Variance will not have an adverse effect on surrounding property. 
• Large portion of existing fence will be removed. 

 
Yeas:  4 – Kessler, Need, Sinclair, Zuazo 
 
MOTION TO GRANT VARIANCE CARRIED 
 
ITEM #3 – VARIANCE REQUESTED.  MS. KATHLEEN DEBURGHGRAEVE, 1750 
Brentwood, for relief of Chapter 78 to allow the placement of 20 off-site signs for a 
period of 7 days. 
 
Mr. Stimac explained that the petitioner is requesting relief to allow the placement of 20 
off-site signs, 2 square feet in size, for a 7-day period to advertise a special event.  
Section 14.03 of the Sign Ordinance limits the number of off-site signs for a special 
event to 4. 
 
Ms. Kathleen Deburghgraeve was present and stated that she and another person 
makes sure that all of the signs are removed the night the event is closed.  Ms. 
Deburghgraeve also stated that since they have been able to add extra signs, 
attendance has gone up considerably, which has helped make this event very 
successful.   
 
Mr. Sinclair opened the Public Hearing.  No one wished to be heard and the Public 
Hearing was closed. 
 
There is one (1) written objection on file.  There are no written approvals on file. 
 
Motion by Need 
Supported by Kessler 
 
MOVED, to grant Ms. Kathleen Deburghgraeve, 1750 Brentwood, relief of Chapter 78 to 
allow the placement of 20 off-site signs to advertise a special event for a period of 
seven (7) days. 
 

• Variance is not contrary to public interest. 
• Variance does not have an adverse effect on surrounding property. 

 
Yeas:  4 – Need, Zuazo, Kessler, Sinclair 



BUILDING CODE BOARD OF APPEALS – DRAFT                              AUGUST 7, 2002 

 3

ITEM #3 – con’t. 
MOTION TO GRANT VARIANCE CARRIED 
 
ITEM #4 – VARIANCE REQUESTED.  MARC LEDERMAN, ALMAR HOMES, INC., 
6113 EVANSWOOD, for relief to construct a 6’ high privacy fence in the required front 
setback along Songbird. 
 
Mr. Stimac explained that the petitioner is requesting relief to install a fence along the 
north property line of 6113 Evanswood.  With the development of the new subdivision 
and street adjacent to the property, this lot is a double front corner lot.  As such, it has a 
front yard along both Evanswood and the new street Songbird.  Chapter 83 limits the 
height of fences in required front yards to 30” in height.  The permit application 
submitted indicates a 6’ high privacy fence in the front yard along Songbird. 
 
Mr. Marc Lederman was present and stated that not only was he representing Almar 
Homes, Inc., but was also an authorized representative of the homeowner at 6113 
Evanswood.  Mr. Lederman said that as the developer of this eight (8) home parcel, part 
of their agreement was to replace the existing fence with a new 6’ high privacy fence.  
Mr. Lederman went on to say that this would provide the homeowner with the privacy 
they desire and also would result in a harmonious effect with the new development.  Mr. 
Lederman further stated that this was part of their landscaping plan.   
 
Mr. Need stated that construction of the fence had already begun and Mr. Lederman 
apologized and stated that he did not realize that they would not be able to put the 
fence in this location.  Mr. Need expressed concern over the location of the fence in 
relation to the right-of-way, and stated that he felt that landscaping would need to be 
added to reduce the tunnel effect of the fence.  Mr. Lederman stated that they plan to 
add eight (8) pear trees in the right of way, which in effect would be a tree-lined 
boulevard.  Mr. Lederman also said that if the fence were to be moved 10’ down, it 
would not provide the privacy wanted by the homeowner and does not believe it would 
provide screening from proposed traffic lights, or on-coming traffic. 
 
Mr. Lederman again stated that this fence is part of their over-all landscaping plan and 
will also serve as a buffer between the new homes and the existing older homes.  Mr. 
Lederman also stated that this homeowner has a chicken coop in her yard and wants 
the fence to help keep the chickens contained on her property.  Mr. Kessler asked if Mr. 
Lederman had the landscaping plan with him, however, Mr. Lederman did not bring this 
plan with him.  Mr. Need asked if the landscaping plan had been approved by the Parks 
& Recreation Department, and Mr. Lederman stated that it has not been approved at 
this time. 
 
Mr. Sinclair opened the Public Hearing.  No one wished to be heard and the Public 
Hearing was closed. 
 
There are three (3) written objections on file.  There is one (1) written approval on file. 
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ITEM #4 – con’t. 
Mr. Kessler expressed concern over the fact that there is not enough room to add 
landscaping.  Mr. Need stated that although he likes the look of the fence, he would like 
to see it moved back approximately 10’ and would also like to see some type of 
landscaping added.  Mr. Lederman stated that if the fence was required to be moved 
back, it would not serve the purpose for which it was intended. 
 
Motion by Kessler 
Supported by Need 
 
MOVED, to postpone the request of Marc Lederman, Almar Homes, Inc., 6113 
Evanswood, for relief to construct a 6’ high privacy fence in the required front setback 
along Songbird. 
 

• To allow the petitioner the opportunity to evaluate the possibility of relocating the 
fence. 

• To allow the petitioner to bring in the landscape plans for review. 
 
Yeas:  4 – Zuazo, Sinclair, Kessler, Need 
 
MOTION TO POSTPONE THE REQUEST OF MARC LEDERMAN UNTIL MEETING 
OF SEPTEMBER 4, 2002 CARRIED 
 
The Building Code Board of Appeals adjourned at 9:03 A.M. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MS/pp 
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LIBRARY ADVISORY BOARD MINUTES - DRAFT AUGUST 8, 2002 
 
 
ITEM # 1  The Chairman, David Cloyd, called the meeting to order at 7:35 P.M., on 

Thursday August 8, 2002.   
 
ITEM # 2ROLL CALL PRESENT: Joanne Allen 
   David Cloyd 
   Nancy Wheeler 
   Audre Zembrzuski 
   Steve Zhang, Student Representative 
   
  STAFF: Brian Stoutenburg, Library Director 
 
Motioned by Allen 
Supported by Zembrzuski 
 
MOVED, TO EXCUSE LYNNE GREGORY CARRIED. 
 
Yeas:  4  Ayes.  Allen, Cloyd, Wheeler, Zembrzuski 
 
 
ITEM # 3  APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF MEETING OF JULY 11, 2002. 
Motioned by Zembrzuski 
Supported by Allen 
 
MOVED, TO APPROVE THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF JULY 11, 2002 AS 
WRITTEN. 

Yeas: 4  Ayes.  Allen, Cloyd, Wheeler, Zembrzuski 
 
 
ITEM # 4  APPROVAL OF AGENDA. 
Motioned by Zembrzuski  
Supported by Allen 

Yeas: 4  Ayes.  Allen, Cloyd, Wheeler, Zembrzuski 
 
MOVED, TO APPROVE AGENDA CARRIED. 
 
 
ITEM #5  POSTPONED ITEMS  None. 
 
 
ITEM #6 REGULAR BUSINESS  
 
Adult Services Department Tour 
Phill Kwik who coordinates the Adult Services Area gave an overview of responsibilities 
and then a tour of the department. 
 

City of Troy
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Staffing Organization 
The Library Academy Initiative was discussed. 
 
Café – Transfer of Management 
The impending transfer of management of the Library Café from Z Team Enterprises to 
Sandy Milke and Scott Jackson was discussed.  A contract is currently being 
developed. 
 
Michigan Library Association Annual Conference 
The MLA Conference was discussed.  Any Board Member wishing to attend all or part 
should respond to Mary Ann Nemshick by August 23. 
 
ITEM #7  REPORT AND COMMUNICATIONS  
 
Board Member comments.    Zembrzuski, handed out invitations to the upcoming 
Breyer Horse Collection program.  She recommended that a changeable sign be 
considered for the entryway that would state the names of Library Board, Mayor, City 
Council Members, and Library Director.  She reported that she had surveyed some 
students as to games on library computers and the majority indicated that they felt it 
would be better not to have them.  Zhang agreed. 
   
Monthly Reports (July).  Circulation for the month of July compared with the same 
time period a year ago showed an increase of 19%. There was an increase in Patron 
visits by 12.9%. Program attendance was up 65.1 %. The number of library programs 
offered was up 83.9%. 
 
Staff Changes.  
New:  No new Staff 
Resigned:  Carol Souchock, Substitute Librarian. 
 
Gifts.   No gifts were received received. 
 
Informational Items.   August TPL Calendar 
 
Contacts and Correspondence.   19 written comments from the public were noted. 
 
Public Participation.  There was no public participation. 
 
The Library Advisory Board meeting adjourned at 8:40 P.M. 
 
Respectively submitted, 
 
 
 
Brian Stoutenburg 
Library Director 



DATE:        August 1, 2002
TO:            John Szerlag, City Manager
FROM:       Mark Stimac, Director of Building & Zoning
SUBJECT:  Permits issued during the Month of July 2002

NO. VALUATION PERMIT FEE
INDUSTRIAL
Fnd./Shell New 1 $350,000.00 $3,750.00
Tenant Completion 1 $500,000.00 $2,922.50
Add/Alter 4 $212,900.00 $1,664.75

Sub Total 6 $1,062,900.00 $8,337.25

COMMERCIAL
Tenant Completion 1 $120,000.00 $856.50
Add/Alter 16 $1,683,445.00 $11,531.25
Wreck 1 $0.00 $175.00

Sub Total 18 $1,803,445.00 $12,562.75

RESIDENTIAL
New 3 $770,000.00 $7,059.00
Add/Alter 43 $758,637.00 $8,962.50
Garage/Acc. Structure 18 $143,568.00 $2,425.00
Pool/Spa/Hot Tub 10 $108,700.00 $1,745.00
Wreck 4 $0.00 $260.00

Sub Total 78 $1,780,905.00 $20,451.50

TOWN HOUSE/CONDO
New 23 $3,312,054.00 $19,603.75
Add/Alter 3 $4,692.00 $155.00

Sub Total 26 $3,316,746.00 $19,758.75

MULTIPLE
Add/Alter 1 $4,800.00 $135.00

Sub Total 1 $4,800.00 $135.00

MISCELLANEOUS
Signs 38 $0.00 $4,135.00
Fences 26 $0.00 $208.00

Sub Total 64 $0.00 $4,343.00

TOTAL 193 $7,968,796.00 $65,588.25

Page 1

City of Troy
G-02a



PERMITS ISSUED DURING THE MONTH OF JULY 2002
NO. PERMIT FEE

Mul. Dwel. Insp. 21 $210.00
Cert. of Occupancy 46 $1,579.75
Plan Review 81 $2,977.50
Microfilm 25 $321.00
Building Permits 193 $65,588.25
Electrical Permits 123 $8,489.00
Heating Permits 101 $4,645.00
Air Condt. Permits 62 $2,595.00
Refrigeration Permits 1 $60.00
Plumbing Permits 155 $7,577.00
Storm Sewer Permits 8 $191.00
Sanitary Sewer Permits 2 $50.00
Sewer Taps 29 $6,840.00

TOTAL 847 $101,123.50

LICENSES & REGISTRATIONS ISSUED DURING THE MONTH OF JULY 2002
NO. LICENSE FEE

Mech. Contr.-Reg. 21 $105.00
Elec. Contr.-Reg. 25 $375.00
Master Plmb.-Reg. 24 $24.00
Sewer Inst.-Reg. 5 $250.00
Sign Inst. - Reg. 7 $70.00
Fence Inst.-Reg. 4 $40.00
Bldg. Contr.-Reg. 32 $320.00

TOTAL 118 $1,184.00

Page 2



BUILDING PERMITS ISSUED

BUILDING PERMIT BUILDING PERMIT
PERMITS VALUATION PERMITS VALUATION

2001 2001 2002 2002

JANUARY 119 $9,498,180 125 $21,945,624

FEBRUARY 100 $49,679,118 106 $24,049,206

MARCH 136 $6,942,449 121 $10,452,003

APRIL 204 $19,831,458 123 $9,240,105

MAY 207 $26,481,050 180 $6,860,859

JUNE 196 $20,081,116 225 $12,585,296

JULY 236 $11,804,808 193 $7,968,796

AUGUST 211 $10,626,177 0 $0

SEPTEMBER 186 $11,077,729 0 $0

OCTOBER 194 $13,410,222 0 $0

NOVEMBER 129 $6,658,087 0 $0

DECEMBER 102 $5,197,916 0 $0

TOTAL 2020 $191,288,310 1073 $93,101,889



SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING PERMITS 2002
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Aug 1, 2002 BRIEF BREAKDOWN OF NON-RESIDENTIAL BUILDING PERMITSPrinted:
ISSUED DURING THE MONTH OF JULY 2002Page:  1

Type of Construction Address of Job ValuationBuilder or Company

Commercial, Add/Alter 2800 W BIG BEAVER N-112  800,000.00LEOPARDO COMPANIES INC
Commercial, Add/Alter 340 E BIG BEAVER 250  300,000.00PETE JONNA
Commercial, Add/Alter 340 E BIG BEAVER 500  300,000.00PETE JONNA

Commercial, Add/AlterTotal  1,400,000.00

Commercial, Tenant Completion 250 STEPHENSON 1ST FL  120,000.00WEBB, DON

Commercial, Tenant CompletionTotal  120,000.00

Industrial, Fnd./Shell New 1935 RING  350,000.00BEL CONTRACTING INC

Industrial, Fnd./Shell NewTotal  350,000.00

Industrial, Tenant Completion 2710 BELLINGHAM  500,000.00CHRISTOPHER MICHAEL D'ANGELO

Industrial, Tenant CompletionTotal  500,000.00

Total Valuation:  2,370,000.00Records  7



August 5, 2002 
 
 
TO:   The Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 
FROM:  John Szerlag, City Manager 

Charles Craft, Chief of Police 
Wendell Moore, Research & Technology Administrator 

 
SUBJECT:  2002 Year-To-Date Crime and Calls for Service Report 
 
Attached is a spreadsheet detailing 2002 calls for service, criminal offenses, clearance 
rates, traffic crashes and citations issued through June 2002.  This report’s format 
complies with the National Incident Based Reporting System.  All offenses within an 
incident are reported.   
 
Group A Crime decreased 4.9% or 93 reported incidents.  Significant decreases over year 
2001 levels occurred in the following areas: 

• Motor Vehicle Theft (down 43% or 43 incidents) 
• Larceny/Theft Offenses (down 8.8% or 71 incidents) 
• Arson (down 53.8% or 7 incidents)   

 
Within Group A crime increases occurred in the following: 

• Breaking & Entering (up 41.9% or 54 incidents) 
• Counterfeiting/Forgery (up 73.3% or 22 incidents) 

 
Group B crime decreased 15.7% or 237 incidents.  All but three Group B crimes 
(Curfew/Loitering, Drunkenness, Trespass) decreased from mid-year 2001 levels. 
 
Total incidents of crime (Group A & B) decreased 9.7% or 330 incidents. 
 
Clearance rates (the percentage of reported crimes for which a perpetrator has 
prosecuted, or positively identified but not prosecuted) continue to be high.  Arrests have 
decreased in a percentage similar to the percentage decrease in reported criminal 
offenses. 
 
Group C (non-criminal) calls for service showed a 7.7% decrease.  Alarms are down 
11.7% or 320 alarm responses.  
 
Property damage traffic crashes are down 13.0% or 174 crashes from the same time 
period last year.  Injury traffic crashes are down 17.7% or 79 crashes.  The number of traffic 
citations issued for hazardous traffic violations decreased 5.3%, while non-hazardous and 
license/title/registration violations increased 79.9% and 8.3% respectively.     
 
Overall, crimes and calls for service are down 8.3% or 1773 incidents. 
 
Please feel free to contact Chief Craft or Wendell Moore if you require additional 
information. 

City of Troy
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Troy Police Department
Midyear 2002/2001 Comparison

INCIDENTS OFFENSES ARRESTS CLEARANCES
Percent Percent Percent

Group A Crime Categories 2002 2001 Change 2002 2001 Change 2002 2001 Change Number Percent
Arson 6 13 -53.8% 6 13 -53.8% 5 2 150.0% 1 16.7%
Assault Offenses 303 324 -6.5% 304 330 -7.9% 102 75 36.0% 208 68.4%
Bribery 0 0        NC 0 0        NC 0 0        NC 0 0.0%
Breaking and Entering 183 129 41.9% 184 129 42.6% 16 18 -11.1% 12 6.5%
Counterfeiting/Forgery 52 30 73.3% 52 31 67.7% 12 11 9.1% 12 23.1%
Destruction/Damage/Vandalism 217 229 -5.2% 242 250 -3.2% 11 6 83.3% 27 11.2%
Drug/Narcotic Offenses 71 80 -11.3% 133 147 -9.5% 79 102 -22.5% 132 99.2%
Embezzlement 47 67 -29.9% 48 68 -29.4% 27 38 -28.9% 27 56.3%
Extortion/Blackmail 1 0         + 1 0         + 0 0        NC 1 0.0%
Fraud Offenses 109 94 16.0% 125 104 20.2% 33 47 -29.8% 39 31.2%
Gambling Offenses 0 0        NC 0 0        NC 0 0        NC 0 0.0%
Homicide Offenses 1 0         + 1 0         + 1 0         + 1 0.0%
Kidnapping/Abduction 1 0         + 2 0         + 0 0        NC 0 0.0%
Larceny/Theft Offenses 733 804 -8.8% 747 814 -8.2% 293 298 -1.7% 276 36.9%
Motor Vehicle Theft 57 100 -43.0% 59 105 -43.8% 3 5 -40.0% 3 5.1%
Pornography/Obscene Material 0 1         - 0 1         - 0 0        NC 0 0.0%
Prostitution Offenses 0 1         - 1 2 -50.0% 0 2         - 0 0.0%
Robbery 10 9 11.1% 10 9 11.1% 8 1 700.0% 5 50.0%
Sex Offenses, Forcible 13 7 85.7% 14 7 100.0% 5 6 -16.7% 6 42.9%
Sex Offenses, Nonforcible 0 0        NC 0 0        NC 0 0        NC 0 0.0%
Stolen Property Offenses 2 2        NC 8 6 33.3% 6 5 20.0% 7 87.5%
Weapon Law Violations 5 14 -64.3% 7 17 -58.8% 4 7 -42.9% 6 85.7%

Group A Total 1,811 1,904 -4.9% 1,944 2,033 -4.4% 605 623 -2.9% 763 39.2%

Group B Crime Categories
Bad Checks 10 29 -65.5% 10 30 -66.7% 3 9 -66.7% 3 30.0%
Curfew/Loitering/Vagrancy 4 0         + 6 2 200.0% 0 0        NC 3 50.0%
Disorderly Conduct 191 223 -14.3% 200 223 -10.3% 9 10 -10.0% 21 10.5%
Driving Under the Influence 235 253 -7.1% 246 261 -5.7% 230 247 -6.9% 233 94.7%
Drunkenness 1 1        NC 2 1 100.0% 0 1         - 1 50.0%
Family Offenses, Nonviolent 5 11 -54.5% 13 16 -18.8% 1 4 -75.0% 13 100.0%
Liquor Law Violations 28 39 -28.2% 58 83 -30.1% 78 76 2.6% 58 100.0%
Peeping Tom 4 0         + 4 6 -33.3% 0 0        NC 1 0.0%
Runaway (Under 18) 16 19 -15.8% 16 19 -15.8% 0 0        NC 13 81.3%
Trespass of Real Property 17 4 325.0% 21 6 250.0% 5 1 400.0% 11 52.4%
All Other 758 927 -18.2% 812 1,006 -19.3% 393 477 -17.6% 508 62.6%

Group B Total 1,269 1,506 -15.7% 1,388 1,653 -16.0% 719 825 -12.8% 865 62.3%

Group A and B Total 3,080 3,410 -9.7% 3,332 3,686 -9.6% 1,324 1,448 -8.6% 1,628 48.9%
Above data includes both completed and attempted offenses.

Jan. thru June 2002Jan. thru June Jan. thru June Jan. thru June



Troy Police Department
Midyear 2002/2001 Comparison

INCIDENTS OFFENSES ARRESTS CLEARANCES
Percent Percent Percent

Description 2002 2001 Change 2002 2001 Change 2002 2001 Change Number Percent
Alarms 2,420 2,740 -11.7% 2,420 2,740 -11.7% NA NA NA NA NA
All Other 14,058 15,115 -7.0% 14,316 15,453 -7.4% 370 448 -17.4% NA NA

Group C Miscellaneous Total 16,478 17,855 -7.7% 16,736 18,193 -8.0% 370 448 -17.4% NA NA

Group E Fire Total 23 89 -74.2% 23 89 -74.2% NA NA NA NA NA

Grand Totals 19,581 21,354 -8.3% 20,091 21,968 -8.5% 1,694 1,896 -10.7% 1,628 48.9%

Traffic Crashes and Citations

Reportable Traffic Crashes 2002 Alcohol Involved Crashes
Personal Injury 367 446 -17.7% 5.4% involved alcohol.

Property Damage 1,165 1,339 -13.0% 7.9% involved alcohol.
Fatal 3 4 -25.0% 33.3% involved alcohol.

Total Reportable 1,535 1,789 -14.2% 3.3% of all reportable crashes involved alcohol.

Private Property Crashes 661 712 -7.2%

Crashes Grand Total 2,196 2,501 -12.2%

Traffic Citations
Hazardous 6,471 6,831 -5.3%

Non-hazardous 723 402 79.9%
License, Title, Registration 1,908 1,761 8.3%

Parking 620 1,118 -44.5%
Traffic Citations Total 9,722 10,112 -3.9%

Jan. thru June 2002Jan. thru June Jan. thru June Jan. thru June
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August 13, 2002 
 
 
TO:  The Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 
FROM: John Szerlag, City Manager 
  Gary Shripka, Assistant City Manager/Services 

Mark F. Miller, Planning Director 
   
SUBJECT: ANNOUNCEMENT OF PUBLIC HEARING – SEPTEMBER 9, 2002 

PRELIMINARY PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT REVIEW – 
Woodside Bible Church (formerly Troy Baptist Church) Planned 
Unit Development (PUD), located on the east side of Rochester 
Road, north of Square Lake Road and south of South Boulevard, 
Section 2. 

 
Note: See attached Planned Unit Development Review prepared by Troy’s 
planning consultant, Mr. Richard Carlisle of Carlisle/Wortman Associates, 
Inc., dated July 30, 2002 (revised). 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
City Management, the Planning Commission and Carlisle/Wortman Associates, 
Inc., recommend approval of the PUD request, provided the minor items be 
clarified and/or addressed (see page 10 of Carlisle/Wortman report dated July 
30, 2002).    
 
The Planning Commission adopted a resolution at their August 6, 2002 meeting 
with the following conditions: 
 

1. The Preliminary Plan consists of a transmittal letter dated July 12, 
2002,which was presented to the Planning Commission this date; 
the notebook containing narratives, reduced plans, and full size 
plans: 
 
 L1   Overall Landscape Plan, 07/12/02 
 L2   Village at Northwyck Landscape Plan,07/12/02 
 L3   Woods at Northwyck Landscape Plan, 07/12/02 

L4  Woods at Northwyck Clubhouse Landscape Plan, 
07/12/02  

L5   Clubhouse Elevations Plan, 07/12/02 
L6   Typical Unit Landscape Plan, 07/12/02 
L7   Landscape Details Plan, 07/12/02 
L8   Entry Elevation Plan, 07/12/02 
L9   Cross-Sections Plan, 07/12/02 
L10   Tree Preservation Plan, 07/1202 

City of Troy
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GWE 1 of 11 Preliminary Site Plan Cover, 07/12/02 
GWE 2 of 11 Land Use/General Development Map, 07/12/02 
GWE 3 of 11   Natural Features Plan, 07/12/02 
GWE 4 of 11   Tree Inventory Plan, 07/12/02 
GWE 5 of 11   Storm Drainage Plan, 07/12/02 
GWE 6 of 11   Utility Layout Plan, 07/12/02 
GWE 7 of 11   100 Scale Site Plan, 07/12/02 
GWE 8 of 11   50 Scale Site Plan, 07/12/02 
GWE 9 of 11   50 Scale Site Plan, 07/12/02 
GWE 10 of 11 50 Scale Site Plan, 07/12/02 
GWE 11 of 11 50 Scale Site Plan, 07/12/02. 

 
2. The Planning Commission be authorized to provide a 

recommendation to City Council regarding the Final Plan for 
the Woodside Bible Church/Northwyck Planned Unit 
Development (FKA Troy Baptist PUD). 

 
3. The fence detail along the southern boundary be consistent 

with the northern boundary and scale back length to 50 feet 
to the east beyond the last unit of Rochester Villas. 

 
4. The landbank portion of the church parking shall require 

Planning Commission recommendation and City Council 
approval before construction. 

 
5. That a note be provided on the plans stating the wooden 

fence along the northern property line will be adequately 
maintained in the future. 

 
6. That fire hydrants shall be indicated on the Final Plans.  

 
Please note condition 2, the Planning Commission is requesting that City Council 
grant the Planning Commission authority to review and make a recommendation 
regarding the Final PUD Plan and Agreement.  The Zoning Ordinance mandates 
only City Council review and approval of the Final PUD Plan and Agreement. 
 
GENERAL INFORMATION 
 
Name of Owner / Applicant: 
Woodside Bible Church and Robertson Brothers Co.  
 
Size of subject parcel: 
The parcel is approximately 89.4 acres in size. 
 
Proposed use(s) of subject parcel: 
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The applicant is proposing a mixed-use development including a church, a 
neighborhood community center, fourteen 6-unit townhouses, twenty-one 4-unit 
condominiums and wetlands and open space areas. 
 
Current use of subject property: 
The property is presently vacant. 
 
Current use of adjacent parcels: 
North: The Alibi Restaurant is on the corner of Hartwig and Rochester Road.  

The remainder of the property to the north is single family residential 
(Eyster’s Subdivision). 

 
South: The front half of the property is one family attached dwellings (Rochester 

Villas); the back half of the property is open space. 
 
East: Single family residential (Emerald Lakes Subdivision). 
West: Across Rochester Road, all of the property with the exception of a dentist 

office between Lovell and Hannah is single family residential 
 
Current zoning classification: 
The parcel is currently zoned R-1D One Family Residential.  
 
Zoning classification of adjacent parcels:  
North: The property on the corner of Hartwig and Rochester is zoned B-3 

General Business and P-1 Vehicular Parking.  The remainder of the 
property is zoned R-1D One Family Residential 

 
South: The west half of the property is zoned CR-1 One Family Residential 

Cluster.  The east half is zoned E-P Environmental Protection. 
 
East: R-1D One Family Residential 
 
West: The property between Lovell and Hannah is zoned B-1 Local Business.  

The remainder of the property is zoned R-1B One Family Residential.   
 
Future Land Use Designation: 
The property is a mix of designations in the Future Land Use Plan.  The frontage 
along Rochester Road is designated as Medium Density Residential.  The 
property further to the east is designated as Low Density Residential.  There is a 
relatively large area west of the Gibson Renshaw Drain that is designated as 
Open Space.  The proposed development appears to be consistent with the 
Future Land Use Plan. 
 
Stormwater Detention: 
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The proposed development will detain water on site using existing floodplain 
areas, wetlands, swirl chambers, smaller detention basins and wetland mitigation 
areas.  All of these areas will be shallow sloped.  
 
Natural features and floodplains: 
Approximately 25 acres (30% of the overall site) of wetlands and woodlands will 
be preserved with a conservation easement.  Mr. Eugene Jaworski of J & L 
Consulting Services, the City of Troy’s wetlands consultant, has reviewed the 
preliminary site plan.  He suggested that the relationship between the stormwater 
detention system and wetlands be closely scrutinized during engineering design 
(see attached letter dated July 28, 2002). 
 
Compatibility with adjacent land uses: 
The proposed development appears to be compatible with adjacent land uses. 
 
Compliance With Standards For Approval Of Planned Unit Developments 
(Section 35.70.00) 
 
In considering applications for Planned Unit Developments, the Planning 
Commission and City Council shall make their determination based upon 
the following standards: 
 

The overall design and all proposed uses shall be consistent with 
and promote the Intent of the Planned Unit Development approach, 
as stated in Section 35.10.00, and the Eligibility conditions as stated 
in Section 35.30.00:  
 
The proposed development appears to be consistent with the intent of the 
PUD approach, including innovation and variety in design, preserving 
natural features, providing for enhanced recreation opportunities, 
compatibility with adjacent sites and consistency with the Future Land Use 
Plan (Section 35.10.00). 

 
The proposed development is consistent with the Eligibility conditions 
(Section 35.30.00). 

  
The proposed Planned Unit Development shall be consistent with the 
intent of Master Land Use Plan:  

 
The PUD appears to be consistent with the Future Land Use Plan, which 
delineates medium density residential along Rochester Road and Low 
Density Residential toward the rear of the parcel.  In addition, the area 
that is to be preserved is delineated as Open Space in the Plan.  

 
The proposed Planned Unit Development includes information which 
clearly sets forth specifications or information with respect to 
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structure height, setbacks, density, parking, circulation, 
landscaping, views, and other design and layout features which 
exhibit due regard for the relationship of the development to the 
surrounding properties and uses thereon, as well the relationship 
between the various elements of the proposed Planned Unit 
Development.  In determining whether this requirement has been 
met, consideration shall be given to the following: 

 
The bulk, placement, and materials of construction of the proposed 
structures and other site improvements: 

 
The required rear yard setback in the R-1D district to the north is 40 feet.   
All condominium units have rear yard setbacks of at least 35 feet. 

  
A 28-foot wide private road will serve the residential neighborhood.  
Setbacks between separate buildings are at least 30 feet.  Units are 
typically set back at least 30 feet from the edge of the private drive and in 
no instance are setback less than 21 feet from the edge of the private 
drive.   

 
These setbacks allow the petitioner to preserve a significant portion of the 
property’s natural features. 

 
The location and screening of vehicular circulation and parking 
areas in relation to surrounding properties and the other elements of 
the development: 

 
All landscaping will be approved by the Parks and Recreation Department 
prior to Final Site Plan approval.  The PUD will be screened from 
Rochester Road by a 50-foot wide landscaped berm.  All interior roadways 
will be lined with trees.  The church parking lot will be screened from the 
residential development to the south by a fence and landscaping.  In 
addition, the interior of the parking lot will be planted with trees.  The 
residential neighborhood will be screened from the property to the north 
by an wooden fence with landscaping.  All fences will have a one (1) foot 
space from grade.  The residential neighborhood to the east will be 
buffered by a 400-foot wide woodland preserve. 

 
The location and screening of outdoor storage, loading areas, 
outdoor activity or work areas, and mechanical equipment: 
 
All outdoor activity areas will be recreational in nature.  

 
The hours of operation of the proposed uses: 
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The church will generate significant traffic immediately before and after 
church services on Sunday mornings and Wednesday evenings.  These 
times will generally not coincide with peak traffic volumes on Rochester 
Road. 

 
The location, amount, type and intensity of landscaping, and other 
site amenities: 
 
Site amenities include approximately 25 acres of preserved open space, 
including woodlands and wetlands.  The proposed “Sacred Grove” located 
east of the church includes a meditation area, picnic area and wetlands 
overlook area.  The PUD also includes a neighborhood community center, 
sports field, boardwalk and walking trails.  These amenities will improve 
the quality of life of residents of the PUD and surrounding area.  A 
pedestrian connection is also included to the Emerald Lakes Subdivision. 

 
The proposed development shall not exceed the capacities of existing 
public facilities and available public services, including but not limited to 
utilities, roads, police and fire protection services, recreation facilities and 
services, and educational services (Section 35.70.04). 
 
It appears that the proposed development will not exceed the capacities of 
existing public facilities. 
 
The Planned Unit Development shall be designed to minimize the impact of 
traffic generated by the PUD on the surrounding uses and area (Section 
35.70.05). 
 
Vehicular access to the PUD will be from Rochester Road.  A boulevard 
entrance with acceleration and deceleration lanes is proposed for both the 
church entrance and the entrance to the residential neighborhood.   An 
additional two-way entrance is proposed for the church. 
 
The Planned Unit Development shall include a sidewalk system to 
accommodate safe pedestrian circulation throughout the development, and 
along the perimeter of the site, without undue interference from vehicular 
traffic. 
 
The PUD includes a system of sidewalks and trails throughout the property.  The 
system will be connected to an 8’ wide sidewalk along Rochester Road as well 
as a connection to Lovell in the Emerald Lakes Subdivision to the east. 
  
The proposed Planned Unit Development shall be in compliance with all 
applicable Federal, State and local laws and ordinances. 
 
The PUD appears to be in compliance with all applicable laws and ordinances. 
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 PLANNING COMMISSION MTG – DRAFT MINUTES August 6, 2002   

PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT 
 
 
2. PROPOSED PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD-1) – Proposed Woodside 

Bible Church (F/K/A Troy Baptist Church)/Robertson Brothers P.U.D., East side 
of Rochester and South of South Blvd., Section 2 – R-1D   

 
 Mr. Miller provided a summary of the PUD Proposal. 
 
 Mr. Jim Clark presented a history of developing large condominium complexes.  

He stated that they have never found a need for a second entrance and that they 
would never endanger the residents.  He would prefer to continue for approval on 
the plan as provided to you this evening as they have a strong preference of not 
providing the emergency connection. 

 
 Mr. Littman stated that the Fire Department has a strong preference for a second 

emergency access. 
 
 Mr. Clark stated that urban condominiums do provide options for emergencies.  
 

RESOLUTION 
 
Moved by Kramer      Seconded by Pennington 

 
 RESOLVED, that the Preliminary Plan for a Planned Unit Development, pursuant 

to Section 35.60.01, as requested by the Robertson Brothers Co. and Woodside 
Bible Church, for the Woodside Bible Church/Northwyck Planned Unit 
Development (FKA Troy Baptist PUD), located on the east side of Rochester 
Road and south of South Boulevard, located in section 2, within the R-1D zoning 
district, being 89.83 acres in size, is hereby recommended for approval to City 
Council; 

 
FURTHER RESOLVED, that the proposed PUD qualifies under the standards set 
forth in Section 35.30.00; 
 
FURTHER RESOLVED, that the proposed mix of uses, in particular the 
environmental assets of the site, are appropriate and in keeping with the intent of 
Section 35.10.00; 
 
FURTHER RESOLVED, that the overall residential density is consistent with the 
City’s Future Land Use Plan; 
 
FURTHER RESOLVED, that the proposed Preliminary Plan demonstrates that 
the General Development Standards, set forth in Section 35.40.00, and the 
Standards for Approval, set forth in Section 35.70.00, have been met;  
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 PLANNING COMMISSION MTG – DRAFT MINUTES August 6, 2002   

FURTHER RESOLVED, that the recommendation is subject to the following 
conditions; 

 
1. The Preliminary Plan consists of a transmittal letter dated July 12, 

2002,which was presented to the Planning Commission this date; 
the notebook containing narratives, reduced plans, and full size 
plans: 

 
  L1   Overall Landscape Plan, 07/12/02 
  L2   Village at Northwyck Landscape Plan, 07/12/02 
  L3   Woods at Northwyck Landscape Plan, 07/12/02 

L4  Woods at Northwyck Clubhouse Landscape Plan, 
07/12/02  

 L5   Clubhouse Elevations Plan, 07/12/02 
 L6   Typical Unit Landscape Plan, 07/12/02 
 L7   Landscape Details Plan, 07/12/02 
 L8   Entry Elevation Plan, 07/12/02 
 L9   Cross-Sections Plan, 07/12/02 
 L10   Tree Preservation Plan, 07/1202 
 
 GWE 1 of 11   Preliminary Site Plan Cover, 07/12/02 

GWE 2 of 11 Land Use/General Development Map, 07/12/02 
GWE 3 of 11   Natural Features Plan, 07/12/02 
GWE 4 of 11   Tree Inventory Plan, 07/12/02 
GWE 5 of 11   Storm Drainage Plan, 07/12/02 
GWE 6 of 11   Utility Layout Plan, 07/12/02 
GWE 7 of 11   100 Scale Site Plan, 07/12/02 
GWE 8 of 11   50 Scale Site Plan, 07/12/02 
GWE 9 of 11   50 Scale Site Plan, 07/12/02 
GWE 10 of 11 50 Scale Site Plan, 07/12/02 
GWE 11 of 11 50 Scale Site Plan, 07/12/02. 

 
2. The Planning Commission be authorized to provide a 

recommendation to City Council regarding the Final Plan for the 
Woodside Bible Church/Northwyck Planned Unit Development 
(FKA Troy Baptist PUD). 

 
3. The fence detail along the southern boundary be consistent with 

the northern boundary and scale back length to 50 feet to the east 
beyond the last unit of Rochester Villas. 

 
4. The landbank portion of the church parking shall require Planning 

Commission recommendation and City Council approval before 
construction. 
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5. That a note be provided on the plans stating the wooden fence 
along the northern property line will be adequately maintained in 
the future. 

 
6. That fire hydrants shall be indicated on the Final Plans.  
 

 Mr. Littman stated that he would like to propose an amendment to the motion 
based on the request by the Fire Department having a strong preference for two 
(2) entrances for the health, safety, and welfare of the future residents of this 
development.  That access be provided by the church parking lot.  His 
suggestion is that a sidewalk be provided of significant width and strength and 
readily accessible and that petitioners work with the Fire Chief to get a second 
access to the residential portion of the development. 

 
 Mr. Chamberlain asked for a second on the amendment. 
 
 No second.  Amendment dies for lack of a second. 
 
 

Yeas:    Nays:   Absent:   
  Pennington   Littman 
  Chamberlain 
  Starr 
  Vleck 
  Kramer 
  Storrs 
 

MOTION CARRIED 
 
 Mr. Littman stated he voted against the motion as he feels that the Commission 

has worked very hard to provide a second access for safety reasons and that the 
Fire Chief has a strong preference that it be provided. 
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3. PUBLIC HEARING - PROPOSED PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD-1) – 
Proposed Woodside Bible Church (FKA Troy Baptist Church)/Robertson Brothers 
P.U.D., East side of Rochester and South of South Blvd., Section 2 – R-1D   
 
Mr. Miller addressed the Chairman stating as a reminder that there are two (2) 
items that are on the agenda in which notification was sent that are not being 
addressed tonight and you might want to mention those so those people in the 
audience can go home. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain stated that Item #4, which is the Evanswood Parc in Section 1, 
that will not be discussed tonight.  The applicant withdrew his application from 
the City so we don’t know when the board will see that one again.  Item #5 is 
proposed Freund Site Condo, north of Devonwood in Section 7, petitioner asked 
for a postponement on that one, so we will not be talking about these two items 
tonight. 

 
 Mr. Miller introduced Richard Carlisle, the City’s Planning Consultant, who will be 

making a presentation related to the Woodside Bible Church PUD, formerly 
known as Troy Baptist. 

 
 Dick Carlisle of Carlisle/Wortman Associates stated that he was primarily 

responsible for the review of this project.  This project was before you several 
months ago whereas we provided a review, which I felt was critical review of the 
matter.  City Staff, along with the assistance of our office, took the direction from 
the Commission and began to look at this site and determine some ways that this 
site could qualify in terms of qualification under your PUD provisions in the 
Ordinance.  One of the essential features of the site that we felt was critical that 
was not evident in the previous plan where the environmental features of the site.  
That includes an extensive wetlands system, but also some significant wooded 
areas, particularly in the northeast corner of the site that in the previous plan 
were really proposed for development.  We began to look at the project from the 
standpoint under your PUD provisions, which talk about the preservation of 
environmental features and assets and actually have those particular features 
and assets be a significant component and a significant unifying characteristic of   
the site and a feature around which the project should focus.   As a result, what 
you see now is a project that really, it has three (3) development components; 
but I’m going to really say it has four (4) critical components.  The office portion 
of the project has been eliminated and has been replaced with what the applicant 
is calling urban condominium units, which are going to be located.  Eight-four 
(84) of those located in fourteen (14) buildings.  The second component of that is 
eight-six (86), what they term to be suburban units and those are located in 
twenty-two (22) two(2) four (4) unit buildings and those are really the rear portion 
of the site along the northern property boundary and really serves more as a 
transitional area between this site and the neighboring single family residential.  
The church remains, although there has been some redesign of the site layout on 
that in a manner that we find certainly more reasonable.  That would consist of a 
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first phase of 97,000 square feet which a potential expansion of an additional 
50,000 square feet.  We looked at this from the standpoint very strictly in terms of 
the criteria that are set forth in your PUD Ordinance in terms of the types of 
things that need to be considered and that is the areas of innovation and design, 
mix of uses, and unification of elements that will provide a project that appears, 
as which it is planned, as a unit; therefore, the term Planned Unit Development, 
as it is appropriately indicated.  As a result, it has been our finding that, more 
specifically, the focus of the property has shifted so that the environmental 
attributes of the sites provide the underlying foundation for the PUD.  And that, as 
you can see, is a very significant component of this site, and primarily you see, 
central and southeast portion of the site an extensive wetlands system of that will 
be preserved and actually components of it enhanced by some of the stormwater 
management approach that is being taken.  Around the rear, in the northeast 
corner, I eluded to an area, which has probably the most significant tree cover on 
the site in terms of the species and the mix of the species.  That to will be 
preserved, and an added feature of that is the fact that it’ll provide a 400 foot 
buffer between this site and the Emerald Lake Subdivision.  The real critical item 
is what’s the guarantee it’s going to be preserved.  Those areas that you see, 
essentially will be preserved by a conservation easement that will run with the 
land and ultimately…I think the details of that need to be worked out as to…it will 
be recorded, but whether it’s actually dedicated to a conservational organization 
or not as a scenic easement I don’t believe has been finally determined.  But, 
that will be something we will want to see in the development agreement in terms 
of how ultimately, how that conservation easement is to be recorded and with 
whom it resides.  The standpoint of the focus of this project shifting, I think a 
significant job has been done towards advancing that particular concept; much 
more than the previous plan, and it’s approach that we’re very comfortable with.  
One of the other things I would like to point out is that in conjunction with the 24, 
25 acres of wetland plus upland that’s going to be preserved on this site, this also 
joins with the approximately 25 acres of the preserved area with Rochester Villa.  
As a result, you have a significant area of environmental conservation in an area 
that is pretty heavily developed.  I think, as a result in a community that has been 
developed as Troy this is quite an accomplishment.  There’s also a final element 
of the environmental area and that’s what’s been referred to as the sacred grove 
or the wooded knoll behind the church and that to, is indicated on the plan to be 
preserved.  We are satisfied with the approach that is currently being taken to 
preserve the wetlands.  The other significant issue is the issue of the drainage in 
utilizing part of the wetland for additional storage.  In my investigations with the 
petitioner’s wetland consultant, a firm called McGregor, King, this particular area 
that’s being used for storage is an area of poor quality wetland and actually the 
introduction of additional water in this area would really enhance the wetland 
environment, plus give the added benefit to provide an additional stormwater 
storage in that area.  I’m satisfied that that’s a good approach in that particular 
area.   Regarding traffic circulation, we had had some concerns about the traffic 
circulation plan that was previously proposed for the church, and in my opinion, it 
has been greatly improved.  The internal traffic circulation is much improved.  
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The only question we have raised, and at this point the petitioner is attempting to 
address, is the location of that most southerly drive.  We had indicated  that if it 
were to be located there, we would like to see it moved further away from 
Rochester Villa’s parking lot because that’s got to be an area where you’re going 
to have some queue during Sunday morning and the further away you can get 
from the neighboring residents the better.  We had also made a suggestion that it 
be moved to the north of the boulevard because it could actually provide a 
greater distance between the two (2) driveways and we felt it might provide a 
better distribution of the dispersible traffic.  This is currently under study.  I am 
unaware at this point if that southerly location was actually recommended by City 
Staff or not, so that’s an item that needs to be addressed.  Another issue that we 
have, which I believe the petitioner is prepared to respond to, is the issue of 
screening.  I think the screen across both the northern and southern boundaries 
needs to be enhanced.  On the northern boundary, they are proposing a 
substantial fence; however, we think there needs to be more landscaping in 
addition to that.  Along the southern boundary, we also believe a more 
substantial screening is needed, because there really could be a greater impact 
in that particular regard because of the parking lot adjacent to Rochester Villa.  
This is why we are recommending greater screening along that matter.   

 
 Mr. Carlisle continued stating there were several other areas that needed to be 

clarified and a number of these are technical areas.  One of these areas that we 
raised questions on was the amount of parking the church was providing.  
However, in discussions with the church, we did find that they are actually 
conducting adult Sunday School classes concurrently with church services, 
which does impact parking.  Therefore, I’m satisfied with the amount of parking 
they are providing is necessary, although there is one area that we’re suggesting 
be either eliminated or landbanked, and that is that very little southerly wing of 
parking that is to the south of their proposed expansion.  That area is built over a 
wetland and we see, for the amount of parking, you’re going to obtain, in that 
particular location, we think, the environmental benefit of preserving that wetland 
is much greater.   

 
 Mr. Carlisle concluded stating that this is the high point of our review Mr. 

Chairman, and if you would like me to answer any questions, I’d be happy to. 
 
 Mr. Kramer asked to Mr. Carlisle if he could you provide a clearer understanding 

on setbacks. 
 
 Mr. Carlisle stated that the cover sheet of the site plan indicates a schedule of 

setbacks; however, in the case of the condominium units, the notation says refer 
to the site plan.  That’s not a method I prefer.  I would like to see those setbacks, 
actually the minimum setbacks they are providing, called out on the cover sheet 
of this site plan.  Our device is to have the scale of the site plan to find out what 
the setbacks are and I’ve discussed this with their engineers and they’ve 
indicated that would be no problem. 
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 Mr. Kramer asked are the actual setback distances proposed adequate. 
 
 Mr. Carlisle replied in his opinion, yes, with the additional screening. 
 
 Mr. Waller stated that this has taken some time to come to this point and we’re 

getting close to the goal, would you comment on your review as you came into 
this and how the project is going to be better because of not only your review, but 
the concerted effort of all the concerned parties. 

 
 Mr. Carlisle replied, I think in several ways.  First of all, in our initial review we felt 

that the environmental resources of the site could have been better recognized in 
the plan.  The most significant feature I think of this plan now is that the 
environmental features of the site has been a significant focus of this plan and, 
furthermore, they’re going to be guaranteed their perpetual preservation with a 
conservation easement.  That’s I think first and foremost one of the most 
significant things.  I think the second thing is the mix of uses now.  You have a 
mix of housing types, the office has been eliminated, which is counter to City 
policy along Rochester Road, so now it’s been replaced with residential units and 
the density of which is consistent with your Master Plan.  I think the final item is 
that there’s now an integration of the actual design elements of the site.  The 
pedestrian circulation system, the amenities, the landscaping, although there’s a 
little bit more in that regard that we would like them to do, but there is now, I 
think, a consistent approach to the physical amenities on the site to, again, make 
this look as a project planned as a unit.  I believe those are the three (3) major 
areas I can point to that have been as a result of discussions with the applicant. 

 
 Mr. Storrs stated he honestly was not clear with all of the drawings as to what 

revision date, what write-ups with what revision date, etc., now comprise a PUD, 
we’re being asked to approve.  We’ve gotten a variety of inputs over time and 
quite a large stack of stuff at the last meeting, I’m wondering if anybody honestly 
knows what it is. 

 
 Ms. Lancaster stated, I am not sure we’ve gotten to the point of tonight’s meeting 

for this Board to be aware, but I think Jim Clarke is going to appraise you of the 
fact that we have not received final revisions due to vacationing plans and other 
things from the architect, etc.  What both Mark Miller and myself have asked of 
Dick Carlisle is that we get a neat, clean pile of the documents with dates and 
with an appendix so that this Board, when it gets to the point that’s it’s ready to 
make a motion, will be able to refer to those documents with dates and revisions 
and hopefully, that will satisfy all your requirements.  That is in the works, 
however, you will not see it tonight. 

 
 Jim Clarke of Robertson Brothers stated, as Sue Lancaster just indicated to you, 

due to vacation schedules and getting the letters from your professionals, we 
started to work but are not able to present you with a completed package having 
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lost a lot of time last week.  We are in receipt of Carlisle/Wortman’s letter of June 
18th and the Troy Planning Commission letter of June 20th and all the other 
correspondence.  There isn’t anything in any of those documents that we see an 
issue with.  I talked with Mr. Carlisle on some of the specifics and how he wants 
the issues handled and we will present to you by Friday, at worst case Monday of 
next week, a complete package with dates and a summary of any changes that 
were made from the set that you are currently looking at, which indicates how we 
address the concerns in those letters of the 18th and the 20th.  Just an additional 
background, I had sent a letter out to the neighbors before this meeting last week 
asking if anyone had any questions going into the public hearing and I had one 
(1) phone call regarding our relationship to Emerald Lakes and I had to leave a 
voicemail saying that we had not changed any of those dimensions or 
relationships.  The new books that you’ve received can be disregarded.  They do 
not reflect the current updated information.  All information in those books will be 
replaced on Friday with updated information.  I heard you loud and clear in that 
you want a summary of the changes and that will be provided.   

 
 Mr. Chamberlain stated he has a few questions and starting with the southwest 

corner on the drive next to the existing residential, you heard Mr. Carlisle say that 
he would like to see that moved north and at the same time put some extra 
shrubbery in there to shield that; is that going to be a consideration you’re going 
to bring forward to this Board. 

 
 Mr. Clarke replied yes and stated that Kevan Johnston was here to represent the 

church. 
 
 Mr. Chamberlain stated his concerns were if they were going to meet the main 

concerns that Mr. Carlisle brought up today of moving that road north, better 
buffering between the residential to the south and the church parking lot, better 
buffering to the north residents and the condo units, and the parking lot out on 
that little peninsula just south of the expansion and landbank that.   

 
 Mr. Clarke stated that in all cases I think we are going to adequately address all 

of Mr. Carlisle’s issues and I believe he will be very pleased with what he sees.    
I will let Mr. Johnston talk about location. 

 
 Mr. Chamberlain stated my question wasn’t so much about location but if you are 

considering moving it north.  
 
 Mr. Clarke replied yes, it has been moved north on their site plan. 
 
 Kevan Johnston of Woodside Baptist stated that all the issues that have been 

brought up with the church regarding the landbanking of that small portion of 
parking has been addressed.  It is on the new plan.  With regards to the southern 
entrance, that has been moved north about eight (8) feet with additional 
landscaping to the south of that. With regards to our screening, we’ve elected to 
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do the same as Robertson Brothers with regards to a non-footed wood fence 
that’ll run the length of our parking lot between ourselves and the apartments to 
our south.  Another concern that was brought up was regarding our future 
expansion, and it is noted on the drawings that it has to come before you before 
anything additional will be done on the site. 

 
 Mr. Littman brought up the letter by our environmental consultant, Dr. Jaworski, 

recommending against approval, which I recognize is a couple of months old.  It 
has been changed since that, however that’s the last communication that we 
have about that issue.  Has that been addressed in some way either to get that 
updated or given direction to ignore it or whatever. 

 
 Mr. Johnston stated he believes it has been addressed and asked Mr. Clarke to 

respond. 
 
 Mr. Clarke stated I would ask the attorney.  We had come to an agreement with 

your Planning Director, Larry Keisling, that J.L. Consulting was not going to be 
used because they were already hired by the church to inventory the site.  We 
came to an agreement that the wetlands would be delineated and the line would 
be agreed to by the DEQ, which is the governing agency, which has been done.  
The application for the church portion of this has been submitted and has been 
approved with corrections, which are in the process of being made.  Now, we 
don’t have the permit because it was in the ninety (90) day pile and they gave us 
the comments on that application and the permit is forthcoming on the church 
portion of this development.  I guess I need to talk to your attorney on how we 
have a guy on both sides of an equation. 

 
 Mr. Littman stated that the only point he wanted to take, which he made last time, 

was that we’re shooting for a complete, accurate total package to turn over to 
Council when we get done with what we’re going to do and that is the only thing 
in that packet that I know of, to the best of my knowledge, the only 
communication which we have about that issue, is the recommendation from our 
consultant to not approve.  Either that needs to be updated, replaced, somehow 
made to go away.  In my mind that can’t be a part of the package we approve. 

 
 Mr. Clarke stated it’s your consultant… 
 
 Ms. Lancaster stated that we’ll make that a matter of priority and call Mr. Clarke 

about that and petitioner and see if we can’t get you what you need to make a 
complete record. 

 
 Mr. Clarke stated I think there’s been…I think there’s further information he’s not 

appraised of. 
 
 Mr. Chamberlain stated I think you’re right, I think it’s been overcome, but like Mr. 

Littman stated it’s still part of the record and we got to clean the record up. 
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 Mr. Kramer stated that in Mr. Miller’s letter of June 20th, one comment made was 

that  there will be a sidewalk connection to Lovell.  I just wanted to make sure 
that we will see some detail of that; at least from my vantage point here, I don’t 
see it on the sketch in front of me. 

 
 Mr. Miller replied that we did indicate to the petitioners that we wanted a 

pedestrian connection in this area and we have indicated that to them and they 
are in the process of preparing revised drawings.  They will have to respond if 
they are going to include that; but I believe it’s been the Planning Department’s 
recommendation, and I think Mr. Carlisle and the Planning Commission’s intent, 
to have that pedestrian connection. 

 
 Mr. Clarke stated that everything in the letter will be addressed and I believe in 

every case we’re going to…but, yes, there will be a pedestrian connection to 
Lovell, and in addition there was a request for an additional pedestrian 
connection in the area of units 1-6 of our condominiums up front, will be part of 
the new plans that are submitted to you, and I’ll note those once again. 

 
 Mr. Starr stated that one of the things he hasn’t seen in the packet is an outdoor 

lighting plan.   
 
 Mr. Johnston stated that is in the new landscape package. 
 
 Mr. Clarke stated additionally, the condos will have photo lights on their garages 

plus we have light stands at various intersections, which are detailed in the 
packet. 

 
 Public hearing opened and closed. 
 
 Mr. Starr asked if we really wanted to close the public hearing. 
 
 Mr. Chamberlain stated I want to close it.  We advertised for tonight, everybody 

knew it was tonight, so therefore, it’s tonight and no one wanted to talk, so we’ll 
bring it back to the Board. 

 
 Mr. Chamberlain suggested tabling to the August 6, 2002 Special Study Meeting. 
 
 

RESOLUTION 
 

Moved by Kramer          Seconded by Starr 
 
 RESOLVED, to postpone the Preliminary Plan Unit Development for the 

Woodside Bible Church (aka Troy Baptist Church) /Robertson Brothers located 



PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING – DRAFT MINUTES July 9, 2002 

 PLANNING COMMISSION MTG – DRAFT MINUTES July 9, 2002   

on the east side of Rochester Road and south of South Boulevard, Section 2, R-
1D, to the August 6, 2002 Planning Commission Special/Study Meeting. 

 
Yeas:        Nays:   Absent:   

  
All present (9) 

 
 Mr. Chamberlain stated before we close this item, I want to ask the people who 

have presented this, do we need to keep all this paper. 
 
 Mr. Clarke stated there was no need to hand on to all the prior information as 

they will be preparing a whole new package. 
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4. PUBLIC HEARING - PROPOSED PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD-1) – 
Proposed Troy Baptist Church/Robertson Brothers P.U.D., East side of 
Rochester and South of South Blvd., Section 2 – R-1D  

 
 Mr. Miller stated that the petitioner has submitted revised PUD plans.  A review of 

these plans is underway and a report will be provided to the Planning 
Commission for the next Special / Study Planning Commission Meeting.  The 
Public Hearing will be postponed to the next Regular Planning Commission 
Meeting.  

 
 Mr. Chamberlain stated that the Commission did not have a chance to review the 

input on this as it was received in the Planning Department at close of business 
on Monday, June 11, 2002. 

 
Mr. Storrs commented that the petitioner found that they had to make some last 
minute changes to the plan, so it arrived in the Planning Department too late to 
take any further action at this time. 

 
 
RESOLUTION 

 
Moved by Littman       Seconded by 
Wright 

 
 RESOLVED, to postpone the Preliminary Plan Unit Development for the Troy 

Baptist Church/Robertson Brothers located on the east side of Rochester Road 
and south of South Boulevard, Section 2, R-1D, to the next Regular Planning 
Commission Meeting. 

 
Yeas:        Nays:   Absent:   

  All Present (9) 
 
 MOTION CARRIED 
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8. PUBLIC HEARING - PROPOSED PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD-1) – 
Proposed Troy Baptist Church/Robertson Brothers P.U.D., East side of 
Rochester and South of South Blvd., Section 2 – R-1D  

 
 Mr. Miller stated that the package from Troy Baptist Church and Robertson 

Brothers was received in the Planning Department last night, June 3, 2002, at 
4:30 p.m. which was not enough time to review and have ready for the meeting 
this evening.  

 
Tad Kreger, Architect, stated that they have put together a ten (10) page 
package to help further define the character of the development.  They are also 
redesigning the pedestrian circulation and by rotating the buildings it has given 
us a lot more green space.  We have very extensive landscaping plans. 

 
Mr. Littman asked how wide are the sidewalks. 

 
Mr. Kreger stated five (5) feet. 

 
Mr. Kramer commented to Mr. Kreger that when he comes back, give us a warm 
and fuzzy feeling that these sidewalks, fences, and pole areas are low 
maintenance. 

 
Mr. Starr asked about lighting and commented that you had talked about bringing 
it down. 

 
Mr. Kreger stated that is right. 

 
Mr. Waller commented on segregating the north and south use driveways. 

 
Mr. Littman stated his concern with only one entrance. 

 
Mr. Johnston stated that their new name is now Woodside Bible Church and that 
the fire department wants two (2) entrances. 

 
Mr. Waller stated he would like to see some sort of breakaway gate in case a fire 
truck needs to get through.  There needs to be a way for a fire truck to get from 
the church parking lot to the residential area. 

 
Mr. Chamberlain stated there are churches with gated drives. 

 
Mr. Clarke stated we need to address emergency cross access. 

 
Mr. Vleck stated his only question is the wetland area. 

 
Mr. Clarke stated that the residents to the north want a 35 to 50 foot setback. 
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Mr. Waller stated that emergency cross access is needed. 
 

Mr. Kramer asked about pedestrian access to Emerald Lakes area. 
 

Mr. Chamberlain asked about the distance from curb to private road. 
 

Mr. Kreger stated 23 feet. 
 

Mr. Chamberlain stated that the public hearing will continue on the second 
Tuesday in July. 
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6. UPDATE OF TROY BAPTIST PUD 
Mr. Miller stated that the enclosed correspondence is from John Szerlag, City 
Manager, to the Troy Baptist Church indicating general agreement of the 
conceptual plan by the development team and City Management.  It is expected 
that the PUD will be presented at the June 11, 2002 regular meeting and be 
discussed at all study meetings as necessary. 
 
Mr. Miller further stated that Dick Carlisle was involved in the plan direction.  We 
laid down design standards while trying to preserve more of the uplands in the 
northeast corner.  There were some changes to the parking area that were 
allowed.  The office was eliminated with the introduction of the medium density 
condos in that area, 170 units.  The plan shows some pedestrian amenities.  This 
is a conceptual plan.  We do know that some changes will be addressed.  We 
had a final meeting with City Management and they agreed to this conceptual 
plan.  This summarizes where we are today.  We are shooting for a public 
hearing at the June meeting.  This plan was reviewed very quickly to get this 
done.  There are some additional setbacks on the north boundary. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain asked if it meets the zoning requirements. 
 
Mr. Miller stated that the 50 foot rear yard setback exceeds the required rear yard 
setback. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain stated he was against conservancy.  He doesn't want to see 
Michigan or Oakland County get it.  They will trade land. 
 
Mr. Waller commented on the north end of the conservation agreement behind 
unit 40, across to 47 and 51, inasmuch these are condos, they could still walk out 
their back  door and still use the area there, but they couldn't build a deck or a 
gazebo. 
 
Ms. Lancaster replied it would strictly not be their property. 
 
Mr. Waller asked why is it packed so tightly behind those units. 
 
Mr. Miller replied they are trying to preserve natural features. 
 
Mr. Storrs stated there is no vehicle access between the houses and the church 
access.  There is no way to get traffic out of there. 
 
Mr. Vleck asked when is hydraulic analysis going to be completed. 
 
Mr. Starr asked if the wetlands in the middle of the condo area, northeast corner, 
was going to be a problem for the MDEQ. 
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Mr. Miller stated that they are actually going to increase that area with natural 
plantings.   
 
Mr. Storrs commented that if we could anticipate a problem and fix it before it 
happened, wouldn't that be beneficial.  Maybe we could have some procedural 
questions in place on how to make it work. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain stated a PUD is a PUD.  When you're done building, it is 
supposed to be complete. 
 
Mr. Kramer stated he liked what he saw.  His question was regarding this large 
wonderland preserve, if we are treating this as a public place or private place.  He 
would like to see some definition.  Is the intent here to keep this as a preserve 
that no one uses. 
 
Mr. Miller stated that in our negotiations, it was brought up about this upland 
wooded area in the northeast, which would actually be dedicated to the City. 
Robertson Brothers was in agreement to dedicate that to the City for better 
ownership.  The City chose to go with the conservancy idea for public access.  
That was what was conceptually approved on.  We wanted to decide which side 
of the fence we are on.  If it's an improvement for the public, there has to be 
some access to it. 
 
Mr. Kramer commented that he was still looking for some definition. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain commented on water flow in this area and that it runs northwest 
to the southeast.  We can't make the water pool in these areas. All these 
residents' yards are going to flood if we put a six (6) foot dam in there.  We have 
to figure out a way to move the water underneath. 
 
Mr. Vleck agreed there are potential problems and that it is a pretty substantial 
drain.  The creek holds a substantial amount of water.  If you do any type of 
blockage back there, you will have substantial problems. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain asked how do we mitigate that.  These are issues that need to 
be resolved before this PUD is approved. 
 
Mr. Littman commented that we need to understand vehicular separation and the 
concern regarding emergency vehicles and only one entrance. 
 
Mr. Waller stated we must save trees and vegetation.  We need to let the water 
flow. 
 
Jim Clarke of Robertson Brothers came forward. 
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Mr. Chamberlain stated that we have really come some distance into this 
process.  It sure is a lot further than it was. 
 
Mr. Clarke stated the plan itself has come a long way.  We have integrated it all 
together.  He complimented Mark Miller and City Staff in their working so 
cooperatively with them.  One consideration on who to dedicate that land to may 
be to the MDEQ.  He also stated that the parking now accommodates the 
maximum number of required spaces. 
 
Mr. Kramer stated he would like to be sure there is some language in there about 
the height.   
 
Mr. Smith commented on filling it in as Phase II on the Site Plan. 
 
Ms. Lancaster stated that could be a condition on its approval.  You can actually 
do an outline of the square footage.  Everything else would have to come back 
for review, but actually you would have already approved.  You can do the 
volume and the architectural pieces at a later date.   
 
Mr. Vleck stated he would like to see the language include what the setbacks are 
going to be.  He commented on the drain being included in the Natural Features 
Map and would like to see how it's going to be addressed. 
 
Mr. Littman commented on a second entrance, even if it's just for emergencies. 
 
Mr. Vleck asked if the Commission looks at engineering and drainage as part of 
the approval process for the PUD. 
 
Mr. Storrs stated he doesn't like the egress on the southwest. 
 
Mr. Waller stated that regarding access, other departments of the City would help 
us on what their feelings are on that in lining up utilities and easements going out 
east and west, 600 to 800 feet.  Is that the only place they can bring in water and 
sewer. 
 
Mr. Miller stated that we will be looking at it closer as we get more information. 
 
Mr. Kramer asked what are we expecting in terms of details which is going to aid 
in our decision regarding approval of this. 
 
Mr. Storrs stated he thought it was a good idea for us to get with the other 
departments and chat with them about it.  A concern is safety on Rochester Road 
and at the Rochester Villas. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain stated the Commission has five (5) weeks for the target 
recommendation, which would be the first Tuesday in June.   
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Current Development Report 
 
 Mr. Chamberlain commented on the Troy Baptist PUD and asked if there were 

any comments from those who walked the site last week.   
 
 Mr. Miller summarized the meetings with Dick Carlisle and the PUD Team.   
 
 Mr. Waller stated that he was delighted that we did the walkthrough on the site.  

Everywhere there is water on the ground we should double check. 
 
 Mr. Kramer stated it is apparent there is a conflict if areas preserved in the PUD, 

while others don't include uplands.  We need to decide whether we feel that it 
should be a public access as part of the PUD or a natural amenity just to the 
residents. 

 
 Mr. Chamberlain stated this is private property, only people who own it will have 

access to it.  They dropped verbal words on us about splitting their property 
apart.  The church is going to do their part and Robertson Brothers is going to do 
their part with the housing.  Where do the wetlands end up in this thing.  Will City 
Council support some public access.   

 
 Mr. Miller stated they were talking about splitting it up, but now they are going to 

keep it is as one and a PUD. 
 

Mr. Chamberlain asked how can we control the unbuildable stuff. 
 
 Mr. Miller stated that a PUD is a form of contract zoning, but it's for a purpose.  If  

the Planning Commission feels that it is very important that the public has access 
to certain areas within, then stick to your guns.  This is a negotiated process.  
What does the City want from this project.  That is why a City does PUDs.  We 
are learning this, and we need to determine what we want from this project.   

 
Ms. Lancaster stated she agreed with Mr. Miller.  The goal of a PUD is to provide 
public improvements. 
 
Mr. Storrs asked what do we want out of this.  What are we willing to get.   
 
Mr. Miller stated private roads instead of public roads. 
 
Ms. Lancaster stated we have a lot of power with a PUD. 
 
Mr. Littman agreed. 
 
Mr. Waller stated all are good neighbors.  All parties, including the Planning 
Commission, need to submit a document with a rationale for the PUD. 
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Mr. Kramer asked if we had two petitioners. 
 
Mr. Miller stated that Robertson Brothers is the applicant while Troy Baptist is the 
majority property owner.  Realistically, it is a development team. 

 
Mr. Storrs stated that Mr. Carlisle promised to provide us with a good example of 
a PUD. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain stated he hopes the developer is not forgetting about the 
neighbors to the north. 
 
Mr. Miller stated they appear to be supportive because the petitioner is buying 
their extra property.  He firmly believes if we are going to develop the current 
plan, all of the trees get cut down. 
 
Mr. Waller commented, so it's going to be a clear cut. 
 
Mr. Miller stated you can't have a 30 or 40 foot setback and build and not cut 
everything down.  We need to see some good landscaping and berming. 
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6. PROPOSED PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD-1) – Proposed Troy 
Baptist Church/Robertson Brothers P.U.D., East side of Rochester and South of 
South Blvd., Section 2 – R-1D – No new information received. 

 
Mr. Miller stated that City Staff continues to meet with the Robertson Brothers 
Co., Franklin Properties and Troy Baptist Church.  The petitioner is designing a 
new project that may eliminate the office component and add some medium 
density residential on the Rochester Road frontage.  Schematic plans are 
expected to be available in the near future. 

 
 Mr. Miller further stated at this point that City Management has met at least twice 

with Troy Baptist and Robertson Brothers.  Tomorrow, March 27th, we are having 
a meeting at 11:30 a.m. and he believes some schematic plans will be 
presented.  The general idea is leaning towards the office being eliminated.  
Residential will be closer to the Rochester Road frontage, although we still have 
not seen a plan.  We do not have any new information available at this time. 

 
 Mr. Storrs asked what are the pink ribbons doing on those trees at the site. 
 
 Mr. Chamberlain stated they mean the trees are dead and they will be removed. 
 
 Petitioner, Jim Clark of Robertson Brothers, stated they will present a total of 3.8 

units per acre under CR-1.   They will not be requesting any variances with the 
exception of 50% attaching of common walls and private roads.  We will accept 
any comments from the Commission. 

 
 Mr. Chamberlain stated that in walking the site this evening they noticed large 

groves of conifers and the commission believes these would be an amenity to the 
site and should be kept. 

 
 Mr. Storrs commented on retaining some of the wetlands. 
 
 Mr. Kramer asked when looking at the PUD or a modification, are we looking at 

the complete development plan.  What will be the final layout plan.  Will there be 
a Phase I and future phases.  Will the development stop as presented.  What 
happens if the wetlands status changes. 

 
 Mr. Clark stated that there would be contractual obligations to residents as to 

what would be developed and include E-P zoning.  We are looking for a 
residential PUD.  A blended PUD that will be owned by Robertson Brothers. 

 
 Mr. Chamberlain stated that we are not going to design this right now. 
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4. PUBLIC HEARING – PROPOSED PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD-1) – 
Proposed Troy Baptist Church/Robertson Brothers P.U.D., East side of 
Rochester and South of South Blvd., Section 2 – R-1D – Tabling Requested by 
Petitioner 

 
 The petitioner submitted a request to table the PUD proposal (enclosed). 
 
 Mr. Littman asked if there was any indication from the petitioner as to when they 

would be ready to appear. 
 
 Mr. Miller stated I believe they want to go forward as soon as possible.  It seems 

they will be proposing a different configuration of the residential area.  It may or 
may not be under a PUD. 

 
 Mr. Miller further stated that the Chairman, Mr. Chamberlain, wanted this item on 

the agenda for the next study session and to meet at the site at 6:00 p.m.  
 
 
 

RESOLUTION 
 
Moved by Waller      Seconded by Starr 
 
RESOLVED, that the Proposed Planned Unit Development (PUD-1) – Proposed 
Troy Baptist Church/Robertson Brothers P.U.D., East side of Rochester and 
South of South Blvd., Section 2 – R-1D, is hereby tabled to the next regular 
meeting which will be held on April 9, 2002.  However, this item will be discussed 
at the next Study Session. 
 

  Yeas:    Nays: Absent:   
  All present (8)  Chamberlain 

   
 
MOTION CARRIED 
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9. PUBLIC HEARING - PROPOSED PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD-1) – 
Proposed Troy Baptist Church/Robertson Brothers P.U.D., East side of 
Rochester Road and South of South Boulevard, 89.63 acres (gross) Section 2, 
R-1D 

 
Mr. Miller stated that the Troy Baptist Church, Robertson Brothers Company and 
Franklin Property Corporation submitted a Planned Unit Development (PUD) for 
Preliminary Plan Approval for the development of the 89.63 acre (gross), Troy 
Baptist property on the east side of Rochester Road south of South Boulevard, 
within the R-1D Zoning District.  This site has approximately a quarter mile of 
frontage on Rochester Road and extends east from Rochester Road 
approximately one half mile.   
 
Mr. Miller further stated that the City of Troy utilized the consulting services of 
Carlisle/Wortman Associates, Inc., a community planning and landscape 
architect firm to prepare an analysis and recommendation for the PUD request. 
Richard K. Carlisle, PCP is the professional community planner who worked with 
the City and will present his report and recommendation to the Planning 
Commission meeting.  A copy of the report and recommendation is provided in 
the agenda package. 
 
Mr. Miller further stated that the Planning Commission discussed the PUD 
proposal at the March 27, 2001, October 23, 2001 and November 27, 2001, 
Special/Study Meetings (minutes enclosed).  There is also a review checklist 
provided in the agenda package to allow each Planning Commissioner the 
opportunity to address each PUD requirement in relation to the Troy Baptist 
proposal. 
 
Mr. Miller further stated that located on the subject property are MDEQ regulated 
wetlands as determined by the MDEQ Wetlands Assessment Report.  In addition 
there is a regulated 100 year flood plain associated with the Ferry Drain located 
on the subject property. This MDEQ report does not include the northerly portion 
of the subject property within the Eyster’s Suburban Home Subdivision.  These 
natural features are indicated on the PUD plans.  In  addition J & L Consulting 
Services, City of Troy’s wetlands consultant, conducted a wetlands review of the 
subject property. 
 
Mr. Miller further stated that there is one correspondence from Mr. and Mrs. 
Douglas Wesley regarding the proposal.  A Mr. Bengt Jonsson, 1250 Hartwig, 
Troy, Michigan contacted the Planning Department and indicated that part of his 
property, Lot 20 Eyster’s Suburban Home Subdivision, is included within the 
proposal, although he has not agreed to sell that portion of his property. 
 
Mr. Miller concluded stating that the Planning Department and City Management 
coordinated with Richard Carlisle, Carlisle/Wortman Associates, Inc., and 
concurred with their report and recommendation for the subject PUD request.  
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Based upon these findings and recommendations, the Planning Department 
recommends the subject PUD Preliminary Plan be denied approval. 
 
Richard Carlisle, Carlisle/Wortman Associates Inc., summarized his PUD report 
for the Planning Commission.  Mr. Carlisle's recommended denial of the PUD.  
He stated that, ultimately, the proposed project does not have merit as a PUD 
and cannot be corrected with tweaking of the plan.  In addition, the PUD 
standards call for projects that are exemplary or higher quality development, and 
this proposal does not achieve this standard. 
 
Petitioner, Andrew Milia, stated that on March 27, 2001, Troy Baptist came 
forward to the City for their consideration on which way to achieve their objective.  
He stated that it was the City's recommendation to go for the PUD.  April through 
September of 2001 we have addressed a number of issues with the Planning 
Department and attended a Study Session with the Planning Commission in 
October to discuss this site.  After the Study Session we resubmitted the plans; 
however, we were stalled through December, January, into early February.  The 
whole process took too long. 
 
Petitioner, Jim Clark, came forward and stated that he has been in front of the 
Planning Commission twice and asked how much of the previous presentations 
did the Planning Commission wish him to present this time. 
 
Mr. Littman stated that the petitioner should address Mr. Carlisle's presentation. 
 
Mr. Clark stated that Troy Baptist submitted applications to MDEQ and have 
agreed to the wetlands report and have conceptually accepted it 90 days from 
the beginning of January.  He stated that Larry Keisling and Eugene Jawoski did 
a review.  He stated that Troy Baptist got the MDEQ documentation and provided 
additional details in relation to plans as Mr. Miller had requested. 
 
Mr. Clark further stated that a PUD does provide for innovation and different 
types of land uses.  That the PUD ensures preservation of Natural Features; 
provides 35% of natural space and that they are making a contribution for 
preservation.  That instead of providing a 10 year stormwater detention system 
that they came up with a 25 year stormwater detention system and believe it to 
be exemplary.  That the wetlands will be used for what they are suppose to be 
used for.  It will be a visual amenity for the development. 
 
Mr. Clark further stated that 11 out of 13 sites will be accessed over a road 
through Emerald Lakes.  Hopefully, we will be able to come to some kind of 
terms. They will be putting all our traffic out to the boulevard.  Employment will 
also be provided with our project.   
 
Mr. Clark further stated that they have met with neighbors and that some are in 
support of this project and some things need to worked out with others.  They 
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feel confident that they can meet with these people and come up some kind of 
resolution provided we understand what direction we should go.  They believe 
the project will be successful.   
 
Mr. Clark further stated that they have had some good initial feedback from the 
Planning Commission to go forward with a PUD.  He asked how can we get this 
to work. 
 
Doug Schmidt, 5184 Hertford, stated he is the Sr. Pastor of Troy Baptist and that 
one of their difficulties is the congregation is growing and they have a small piece 
of property.   Attendance is somewhere between 2,300 - 2,500 on Sundays.  
Total membership is in excess of 5,000.  They have done everything to 
accommodate growth and keep people safe.  One of the things they are excited 
about is seniors.  Discussions have occurred with many regarding them living in 
these proposed condominiums.  They want to work with this Commission to work 
out all of the details possible.  The greatest expenditure has been time and a 
year of work spent in good faith. 
 
Kevin Johnston, Building Committee for Troy Baptist stated that the situation in 
the current facility is growth, in excess of 5,000 members who call Troy Baptist 
their Church.  Part of the community is the schools, homes, and the Church.  
They looked in Auburn Hills, Rochester Hills, and wanted to go with what would 
work best for the church.  When this property  became available, the members of 
City Council and the Planning Commission stated they thought this would be an 
ideal location for the Troy Baptist Church.  We have worked step by step with the 
City Staff.  The church looks with extreme disfavor at Richard Carlisle's 
consideration of the woodlands did not occur.  The Church was placed on the 
property to preserve major woodlands. There is 26 acres of wetlands throughout 
the site.  The church wants to work in the City of Troy.  The church has done 
everything the City has asked.  This eleventh hour report comes as a surprise.  
The church really wants to do everything possible to make this work.  It is their 
belief that the development and the Church will be able to interact. 
 
Mr. Littman stated that the Commission agrees that it is a great location for the 
Church.  To be built under the current zoning, you wouldn't have to be here for 
this process.  The remainder of the area is already zoned residential,  R-1T, 
which certainly could be done on portion of the property.  It would still work under 
the current zoning without any special process.  Why does this have to be done 
under a PUD?  The project can be done under our current zoning. 
 
Mr. Clark replied that stormwater agreements and the  PUD is the way it has 
been addressed in other communities.  Mr. Clark also stated that part of the 
answer to Mr. Littman's question is the encouragement we received from the City 
and didn't perceive it as a problem until just recently. 
 
Mr. Littman asked about the office component. 
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Mr. Clark stated it would be a buffer from the Alibi Inn. 
 
Public Hearing Opened 
 
Tim Fausch, 1186 Doral, stated he has worked in Troy for 20 years and has been 
a resident for 10 years.  He stated that he disagrees with the consultant's report.  
We talked about the opportunities that would be available to us for housing.  
There will be interaction within this project.  This is a sorely lacking opportunity in 
the City of Troy.  To see it as not a unified plan is really missing an opportunity.  
He attended the study session meeting with the Planning Commission and Troy 
Baptist and walked out of that meeting with a pretty strong endorsement from the 
Planning Commission.  Looking back at the meeting, it was favorable for the 
PUD. 
 
Mr. Waller asked for clarification of the meeting. 
 
Mr. Miller clarified. 
 
Mr. Waller asked if the feeling of the City and the outside consultant was that the 
PUD may not be what we want now.  The Planning Commission has not been a 
part of that.  He did not have a clear recommendation that we stop the PUD 
unless you go somewhere else.  That doesn't reflect well on how we run our 
business.  We all need to be singing out of the same hymn book.   
 
Scott Wetzel, 1401 Hartwig, stated his biggest concerns, as well as many of my 
neighbors, is when we depart for work and return, traffic is horrendous and to exit 
Hartwig onto Rochester Road you need a gift from God to get on the roadway.  
Another concern is traffic going in and out of Alibi Inn, everyone cuts through to 
Lovell.  Another concern is the office building.  He understood the explanation 
why they don't want to put condos next to the Alibi.  Locating an office building 
there to cushion the smell will not work.  He doesn't want an office building near 
him.  He does applaud the church in saving as much wetland as proposed.  
 
Richard Harding, 56 Whitney Ct., stated he has been a resident of Troy for 54 
years and worked in the Fire Department as a volunteer for 25 years.  He stated 
he is the vice-chairman of the building committee for Troy Baptist and that he has 
attended all meetings except with the engineering staff.  He states that he is 
floored that the PUD is recommended for denial when the Church is trying to 
stretch to help other people.  He wants to know if the City of Troy is willing to do 
something different.  Seven other communities have PUDs.  They must work.   
All they have done is try to please the City.  What more does the City want us to 
do?  The church will do whatever we need to do to make the PUD work.  He 
stated the project will be an asset. 
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Yvonne Stark, 1120 Hartwig, stated she agreed with Scott Wetzel.  She also 
stated that she just purchased her first house on Hartwig and picked this 
particular house because of the environment. She stated she was of the 
understanding that nothing was going to be built on that property.  She 
understands the growth within the Church.  However, the condo complex is a 
problem.  There will be an excess of another 300 vehicles on Rochester Road.  It 
is nice to be able to walk to Church, but no one buys a condo to walk to Church.  
If they are able to build these condos, they have committed to the line of trees 
being left to the residents on the east, but have not committed to the trees to the 
North.  Is it necessary to build 142 condos. 
 
Mr. Littman stated the Church's issue regarding changing things at the eleventh 
hour and other problems related to traffic and nature. These have already been 
addressed.  Ask public  comments address different issues. 
 
Ali Rabbani, 18 Ford Court, Grosse Point Shores, stated that he owns 
approximately 400 feet (5 lots) on the west side of Rochester Road.  He doesn't 
have any concerns at all,  it is very good for the City of Troy.   
 
Ron Wilson, 4457 Holly, stated he has a 15 year old daughter, a 12 year old dog,   
and owns a business in Troy.  When he saw the Troy Baptist Church site, not 
only did he want to live in the condos, he would like to locate his company into 
this office building.   
 
Charles Joseph, 2408 Highbury, member of Troy Baptist Church, strongly 
encourages the Planning Commission to work for all residents in Troy.  They are 
Troy residents and whether real or imagined, they have a carefully planned 
development that demands all Troy residents be considered.  It is an opportunity 
to do something great in the City of Troy.  He encourages better coordination of 
all parties concerned.   
 
Ralph Wafford, 1330 22 Mile Road, Shelby Twp., stated he lived on Lot #29 on 
Hartwig for 22 years.  He stated he trapped 13 skunks, a number of possums, 
and couldn't hardly get out of the house due to the mosquitoes.  There were a lot 
of things he doesn't like in that area so he moved.  This isn't anything the City 
can't handle.  The Church would be nice.  Why did the City hire someone to tell 
you not to do it? 
 
Dick Harding, 1814 Buckmorr Ct., stated he has lived in Troy for 44 years, 
worked in the Troy Fire Department as a volunteer for 17 years,  and would like 
to stay in Troy.  Troy has offered his family what we perceived other communities 
have not offered them.  He doesn't think we should go backwards.  We should 
look at doing things differently.  Troy is a desirable community for people to come 
to.  He would like to see the City take a chance on this PUD. 
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Bob Boehle, 4313 Reilly, stated he is a member of Troy Baptist Church and that 
he endorses the PUD.  He encourages the City to look very seriously at this 
PUD. 
 
Public hearing closed. 
 
Mr. Reece stated that the PUD requires more mixed use and interconnectivity.  
The density is also an issue. 
 
Mr. Kramer commented there are a number of things the PUD needs:  More 
integration and more amenities.  When he looks at the site plan, the same issues 
we talked about last March and last October are still unresolved.  Connectivity of 
vehicles and pedestrians are necessary.  Sidewalks are as far away from the 
residents as you can imagine.  It's those types of details which were discussed in 
the previous meetings.  The wetlands area designed should be an amenity and 
integrated in an overall development.  He supported the Church at this location 
and the Church has been working very hard in reaching their goal.  But 
Robertson Brothers is optimizing their return at the expense of the neighbors.  
The proposal is not an improvement that we would expect from a PUD. 
 
Mr. Waller stated he totally agreed with Mr. Kramer.  There is no justification for 
an office building.  The objective of a PUD is to improve development and this 
doesn't look like any improvement. 
 
Mr. Littman stated that the taxpayers  pay the Planning Commission to attend 
conferences once a year so we that we can look at innovative ideas from other 
communities.  We all hoped that this PUD could bring what we saw in other 
communities.  We also talked about our fears.  One of our biggest fears is that it 
would be used by someone to just get around the Zoning Ordinance.  What the 
Planning Commission had in mind, is a community that fits together.  This 
request did not require a consultant to tell the City it is overbuilt on this site.  He 
didn't think it's a benefit for the citizens of this City with the concentration of 
houses.  The Church is a magnificent facility that should be put on this location.  
He sees this PUD is an attempt to overbuild.  The project doesn't begin to satisfy 
the quality the Planning Commission had hoped for when the PUD ordinance 
was created.  Someone owns that property and is allowed to develop it,  
however, the proposed PUD is a total misapplication of the PUD provisions. 
 
Mr. Waller stated that there is a history of not wanting additional retail.  He 
doesn't agree that there should be a 7-Eleven on the property.  Everybody needs 
to calmly decide if our current Zoning Ordinance is valid.  If the PUD is not the 
way to do this, then we should have another meeting to get this done. 
 
Mr. Littman stated that there are mechanisms for variances. 
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RESOLUTION 
 
Moved by Waller      Seconded by None 
 
RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission hereby recommends that the 
Preliminary Plan Approval for the development of PUD-1, located on 89.63 acres 
(gross) of land, located on the east side of Rochester Road south of South 
Boulevard, within the R-1D Zoning District, is hereby granted. 
 
No second on the resolution and motion fails. 
 

 
RESOLUTION 
 
Moved by Kramer      Seconded by Wright 
 
RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission hereby recommends that the 
Preliminary Plan Approval for the development of PUD-1, located on 89.63 acres  
 
(gross) of land, located on the east side of Rochester Road south of South 
Boulevard, within the R-1D Zoning District, be denied for the following reasons: 
 

1.   That the application of the PUD and mix use requirement has not 
been fully. 

 
2.   That the density of the PUD is incompatible with the Future Land Use 

Plan. 
 
3.   One-family houses that are applicable to this area can be established 

under the existing Zoning Ordinance. 
 
Mr. Starr stated a denial does not seem to be in order and that additional 
discussions are needed. 
 
Mr. Littman commented that we have already discussed this.   
 
Mr. Kramer stated that the proposal hasn't changed at all throughout the whole 
process.  Density hasn't changed. 
 
Mr. Starr stated that pathways were provided.  That they have tried to 
accommodate. 
 
Mr. Reece asked if the petitioner would like a tabling or continuance. 
 
Mr. Clark asked for a brief moment. 
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Mr. Robertson of Robertson Brothers, stated his company has been in the 
building industry in Troy for 50 years.  He has been challenged to accomplish this 
and would like to take another shot at another meeting.  He has spent a lot of 
time at Planning Commission meetings because he has felt this to be very 
important project. 
 
Mr. Littman stated he does not wish to delay the process but is willing to table. 
 
Mr. Robertson stated that they want to be cooperative to meet the demand for 
empty nester homes and requested a tabling. 
 

 
MOTION TO TABLE 
 
Moved by Waller      Seconded by Reece 
 
RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission hereby recommends that the 
Preliminary Plan Approval for the development of PUD-1, located on 89.63 acres 
(gross) of land, located on the east side of Rochester Road south of South  
 
Boulevard, within the R-1D Zoning District, is hereby tabled to the next regular 
Planning Commission meeting. 
 

Yeas:    Nays:    Absent: 
 All Present (7)  Chamberlain 
   Storrs 
 
MOTION CARRIED 
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3. CURRENT DEVELOPMENT REPORT 
 
Mr. Chamberlain stated that he had asked Mr. Miller to put together an analysis 
on the PUD for Troy Baptist Church and how it fit our Ordinance.  He further 
stated that it was a very good document and that all should read it.   
 
Mr. Chamberlain further stated that Troy Baptist does not seem to meet the 
requirements of the PUD.  Why are we looking at a PUD, except for the office 
building component.  If we continue down this road, we are still going to make a 
recommendation to council as to why it's a good or bad idea. 
 
Mr. Miller stated that after the last staff meeting with Troy Baptist, the project is 
not moving quickly, to the point that the petitioner is not providing a Site Plan 
with dimensions. The basic Site Plan does not meet the basic Zoning Ordinance 
requirements. From staff's standpoint, we are not getting the necessary 
information. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain stated we still have to center on a PUD because whatever we 
do is going to set a standard for future PUDs. 
 
Mr. Keoleian asked what would be the advantage for Troy Baptist to do a PUD. 
 
Mr. Miller stated a church is not a developer.  The church bought a very 
expensive piece of property and development will help recoup some of the land 
acquisition costs. 
 
Mr. Waller stated that he thinks that the legal department needs to look at the 
Federal Law and case law related to religious institutions.   
 
Ms. Lancaster stated that we have to treat churches just like anyone else and 
she would provide the Planning Commission additional information. 
 
Mr. Storrs stated the PUD analysis is alarming.  Did we mislead Troy Baptist and 
the Robertson Brothers. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain asked if we should notify them.  He stated we need to be 
prepared for ourselves. 
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Mr. Miller stated that we should explain staff's position and get a full application 
from them before providing a full analysis.  In staff's meeting with them, these 
points were discussed.  Staff explained the City required a unified development.  
Further, it was asked why couldn't rezoning accomplish the development and 
build it.  The office use is the problem.  Staff's main concern at this point is 
getting a full application from them. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain stated that the Planning Commission kind of gave them the 
thumbs up on a PUD.  Are we wrong in pursuing the PUD with the church. 
 
Mr. Storrs stated they don't meet very many of the requirements. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain stated maybe we aren't interested in them coming in with a 
PUD. 
 
Mr. Storrs stated that based on staff's analysis, maybe we should send them a 
letter stating we don't think the requirements are being met. 
 
Ms. Lancaster stated that she doesn't think it should come from the Planning 
Commission.  It should come from Mr. Miller and the Planning Department.  Let 
staff tell them they might want to reconsider. 
 
Mr. Storrs stated that if they sat down and worked through it, they would come to 
the same conclusion. 
 
Mr. Miller stated staff could state our concern about them not meeting the 
ordinance requirements and inform them that they need to justify how they do 
meet the PUD requirements. 
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8. PROPOSED P.U.D. (PUD-1) – Troy Baptist Church et al, East side of Rochester,  
 South of Hartwig, Section 2 
 

The Troy Baptist Church, Robertson Brothers Company and Franklin Property 
Corporation have submitted a preliminary proposal for the development of the 80 
acre Troy Baptist property on the east side of Rochester Road south of South 
Boulevard, within the R-1D Zoning District.  This site has approximately a quarter 
mile of frontage on Rochester Road and extends east from Rochester 
approximately one half mile.  Troy Baptist also owns a series of lots immediately 
north of the 80-acres site, on the north side of the platted but unopened one half-
width Lovell Street right-of-way.  The proposed development includes a church 
complex, an approximate 5-acre area proposed for low rise office use, and 
approximately 20 acres of residential condominium development.  This submittal 
is considered preliminary due to the incomplete nature of the site plan.  City staff 
recognizes that considerable information has been submitted by the petitioner; 
however, the site plan is lacking information as required by the Zoning 
Ordinance, as determined by the Planning Department and other City Staff.  
Therefore, staff cannot complete a full review or submit the PUD proposal to the 
Planning Commission for consideration until a complete application  is provided 
by the petitioners. 

 
At your March 27, 2001 Special/Study Meeting this preliminary proposal was 
presented by the petitioner (minutes enclosed).  The Planning Commission 
generally demonstrated a favorable opinion towards the concept of the PUD 
proposal.  Therefore, the petitioners have moved forward to develop a more 
complete PUD package and are requesting additional discussions with the 
Planning Commission.  
 
The issue of the applicability of the PUD provisions to this proposal, have not 
changed since March of 2001 and are as follows: 
 
A. Are the predominant uses consistent with the intent of the Master Land 

Use Plan; 
 
B. Are the physical features of the proposed development, such as building 

height and bulk, setbacks, and development density consistent or 
compatible with the adjacent areas; 

 
C. Open space and landscaped areas are intended to be a primary feature of 

the PUD.  Is there substantially more open space area than required for 
typical developments within the underlying Zoning District, recognizing 
that most of the wetlands, approximately 20 acres, are State regulated 
and would be preserved to some degree; 
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D. Stormwater detention shall be provided in open unfenced basins or 
underground.  The petitioner is proposing detention within the wetlands 
and no other detention is indicated; 

 
E. Parking shall meet the Zoning Ordinance standards, which appears to be 

feasible and ; 
 
F. It is intended that the PUD will be implemented as a single coordinate and 

cohesive development. 
 

The Planning Department recommends that the Planning Commission provide 
input to the petitioners regarding the proposed PUD.  Then, City Staff can meet 
with developer and clarify specifically the necessary revisions and additional 
information required.  Once the complete information is provided, City Staff can 
conduct a complete review and submit the proposal to the Planning Commission.  
 
Mr. Chamberlain commented on increasing the height and that we need more 
site data because the site has expanded from 80 to 90 acres.  If we go this route, 
we are going to need street vacations.  We'll require minimal sidewalk provisions.  
Would like to see a little more effort made for provisions for pedestrians and who 
will eventually own the wetlands. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain also stated that another issue is the office use being 
inconsistent with the Master Land Use Plan.  This is the biggest question for the 
Planning Commission.  We need to look at that closely and provide some 
information to the developer.  One thing we looked at in this area was residential, 
and just by itself, the density average is 1.4 units per acre including the wetland.   
He was also puzzled by the large amount of parking spaces for the church and 
asked why so many spaces. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain asked if the future Senior Housing is identified to be completed 
in the future.  This will need to be addressed.  City Staff requires more detailed 
information.  Further, stated that a PUD shouldn't identify future uses.  Any 
vacant area as approved, will remain vacant.  The whole concept of a PUD is 
that the whole 80 or 90 acres will be a planned development including all uses. 

 
Mr. Chamberlain stated the major issues include; site plan information, 
encroachment on the north border by other properties, tree preservation, 
walkability, senior housing, and traffic impact. 

 
Mr. Starr commented that a PUD basically becomes an amendment to the City 
Ordinances and Charter and that there is no time limit.  The future and proposed 
uses are a problem and should be clarified. 

 
Mr. Chamberlain stated to the petitioner that this is an informal meeting and 
asked the petitioner when they would be ready to submit for formal consideration.    
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Andrew Milia, joint petitioner with Troy Baptist, Franklin Properties, and 
Robertson Brothers were present to answer questions and provide more input.  
He stated more detailed information was provided and that Mr. Jehle will make a 
presentation. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain stated he wanted 3-D models before next study meeting, not 
after. 
 
Mr. Jehle, Robertson Brothers Co. stated that we have acquired all the 
backyards but two on the north boundary.  Rochester Villa is to the south of our 
site and Alibi restaurant is to the north.  There are 89 acres of which Troy Baptist 
currently sits on 9 ½ acres with 97,000 square feet of church.  There will be 
140,000 square feet of church in second phase.  There is an overlapping 
situation of church services and that is why there is such a large parking area. 
 
Office building area is 40,000 square feet and will be next to the Alibi restaurant. 
 
Since we met with the Planning Commission in March, we have pulled together a 
series of the prominent brokers that sell homes in the City of Troy to determine 
what might be possible here and what were their thoughts of residential on 
Rochester Road.  Their opinion is that the office would provide a barrier for 
residential uses.  There will be 142 condominiums.   

 
He further stated that commuting patterns are different for these types of 
condominiums.   There is not the normal peak volumes because the residents 
don't normally have jobs. 
 
The  Church's peak  volume is all on Sunday.  A pedestrian walkway system is 
provided, which allows access to the office. 

 
There is also included an environmental trail system in the wetland area. 
 
The stormwater detention is proposed in the wetlands.  This can be 
accomplished with an earth and berm system.  In addition, there is consideration 
to plan for a 10 year storm. 
 
He further stated that Mark Miller and City Staff provided a mailing list of adjacent 
property owners and we met with the neighbors.  As a result of neighbors' input, 
we moved buildings away from the east property lines.  The site plan in the 
notebook is the most recent version.   
 
Mr. Kevin Johnson, Troy  Baptist Church, presented the Church's proposed 
building elevations and site plan.  He added that there are three separate Church 
services held on Sunday and that each service is represented by 2,100 to 2,300  
people at a time. 
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Mr. Chamberlain stated that everything that is to be built will be shown on the 
PUD documents and site plan.  We want to see it all right now.  That's what a 
PUD is all about. 
 
Mr.  Johnson stated that they do not have the proposed senior housing.  He also 
commented on protecting landmark trees and reviewed floor plans and site 
plans.  He stated there will be a preschool area, and 1,150 parking spaces.  
Further he stated that the problem is the congregation's size.  We've looked at 
what we need to do in this phase to accommodate our congregation now and 20 
years from now. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain stated that on Rochester Road, the entrances need to 
accommodate pedestrian access.  Walkways are needed on both sides and one 
right through the middle of the parking lot, so that pedestrians have safe access. 
He recommended that the final plans should have considerable sidewalks to 
access the facilities.  Rochester Road sidewalks and connection to Emerald 
Lakes is necessary for pedestrians.  Troy is trying to become a walkable 
community, with pedestrian safety as being very important.  
 
Mr. Kramer asked for pedestrian connection to Emerald Lakes. 

 
Further he stated, paths should provide access through the flood plains and 
wetland areas.  He asked if this would be usable at all times without flooding. 
 
Mr. Jehle stated the walkway would be designed so it will not be under water; 
therefore, making it usable.   

 
Mr. Jehle stated that soil conditions and water levels are bad but that most of 
these condominiums will have basements. 
 
Mr. Kramer commented that he knows the petitioner's will meet the City and 
State codes relative to fire safety, but will sprinklers be used. 
 
Mr. Jehle stated that the use of block common walls will stop fires between units. 
 
Mr. Kramer stated that the Cherry Hill development built by Biltmore, have 
sprinklers in the townhouses. 
 
Mr. Robertson stated that with 28 years experience, masonry wall works.  If we 
used sprinklers, there would be no solid wall and then no sound barrier.  The wall 
goes all the way to the roof.  Robertson has had fabulous acceptance from 
residents and is  good soundproofing and fire proofing. 
 
Mr. Storrs stated he was still concerned about traffic on south side of the site.  He 
would like to see the primary traffic flow be away from the Rochester Villas. 
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Mr. Johnston stated that the main entrance will be one way in and one way out. 
 
Mr. Storrs stated that there are a lot of activities, i.e., athletic field, gym, etc.   
Primary goal is the traffic flow right behind the units that I am concerned about.  
He also stated he was concerned about the office and that we have residential 
across Rochester. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain asked the petitioners when they were planning on bringing this 
in front of the city. 
 
Mr. Jehle stated 30 days. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain stated he does not want to see any walls with footings that may 
kill off trees, use pilings to save trees. 
 
Mr. Kramer commented that if we don't see any lights on the soccer field, we can 
interpret that to mean there won't be any lights on the soccer field in the future.  A 
lighting plan should be provided and should not impact the neighbors. 
 
Mr. Jehle asked what would the requirements be for walls and fencing if we could 
do it under a PUD.  Would prefer to use landscaping rather than walls. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain stated wherever you are required to put a fence, we don't want 
one with footings.  Another concern, is the residential and the lack of sidewalks.  
The Future Land Use Plan is trying to make Troy a walkable community.  We 
would like to see sidewalks on both sides of the residential road. 
 
Mr. Robertson stated they have looked at sidewalks, but  they will reduce the 
open space and some of the natural features.  In the course of their experience 
since 1973,  they have found that this type of market does not need sidewalks.  
Also, the trip generation is very low so sidewalks aren't necessary. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain stated that in his opinion sidewalks are to be required on both 
sides of the road. 
 
Mr. Miller commented that the City Traffic Engineer wants a Traffic Impact Study. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain stated that he does not see the Planning Commission being 
ready to hear this in 30 days.    
 
Mr. Storrs asked if there is going to be pedestrian access to Emerald Lakes and 
Eister and Suburban Homes Subdivisions. 
 
Mr. Jehle stated yes, they can do pedestrian access. 
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Mr. Robertson asked if the Planning Commission would consider the December 
meeting. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain stated that it will not be easy to make December.  It will 
probably be tabled until January. 
 
Mr. Robertson stated their development proposals can always get tabled. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain commented that if we don't set that public hearing, we are going 
to be really behind.  He also stated that City Staff needs a traffic impact 
statement.  He further stated that we could tentatively set this for December and 
he also questioned the timeframe that notices need to go out to the public before 
the public hearing. 
 
Mr. Miller commented notice needs to be given 5 -15 days prior to the meeting. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain stated that the petitioners need to get with Mr. Miller to provide 
3D  models of the whole site.  Mr. Miller will talk with you about that.    
 
Mr. Storrs commented that back in March we discussed reasons on why we think 
there should be a PUD here.  He also asked why there is an office use. 

 
 Mr. Robertson answered that it is a double edge situation that we are dealing 

with.  No one wants the church next to a bar.  Robertson doesn't want residential 
on Rochester Road.  Therefore, the office building will look very residential and 
will fit right in with the proposed uses. 

 
 Mr. Storrs stated that it's not how the office building would look or function, the 

problem is zoning.  It creates a zoning problem across Rochester. 
 
 Ms. Lancaster commented on the Rabbani zoning litigation, where O-1 was 

denied by the City and this PUD could affect this case. 
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8. PROPOSED PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT – East side of Rochester, south 
of South Boulevard – Section 2 

 
Mr. Keisling explained that the Troy Baptist Church, along with Robertson 
Brothers Company, have submitted a preliminary proposal for development of 
the 80-acre Troy Baptist property on the east side of Rochester Road south of 
South Boulevard.  This site has approximately a quarter-mile of frontage on 
Rochester Road and extends east from Rochester approximately one half mile.  
Troy Baptist also owns a series of lots immediately north of the 80-acres site, on 
the north side of the platted by unopened one half-width Lovell Street right-of-
way.  The proposed development includes a church complex, an approximate 5-
acre area proposed for low rise office use, and approximately 20 acres of 
residential condominium development.  Jim Jehle of Robertson Brothers, on 
behalf of the petitioners has indicated that they feel that this development 
proposal may represent a reasonable application of the City's Planned Unit 
Development provisions (Article XXXV of the Zoning Ordinance).  They are, 
however, interested in having a preliminary discussion of this proposal with the 
Planning Commission, in order to obtain the Commission's input, along with that 
of staff, as to the appropriateness of this development as a PUD project, along 
with the appropriateness of the variety and extent of uses proposed.  They have 
formally filed applications both for Rezoning and for Special use Approval (in 
relation to a PUD proposal and a Church proposal), with the idea that the exact 
direction of their application could be determined following the preliminary 
discussion with the Planning Commission.  Recognizing that a preliminary 
discussion such as that now proposed is somewhat unusual, it is once again the 
staff's position that such an approach would be reasonable considering the 
nature and scale of the property and the proposed development.  The 
Commission had received copies of plans and surveys covering the site, along 
with the Preliminary Environmental Impact Statement.  Mr. Keisling noted that 
these materials have not as yet been distributed to related staff members due in 
part to the fact that the nature and direction of this development proposal may 
change as a result of the preliminary discussion. 
 
At the Chairman's request, Mr. Keisling summarized some of the Planning 
Department's comments regarding the applicability of the PUD provisions to this 
proposal, as follows: 
 
1. Several portions of the PUD provisions indicate that the resultant 

development will be consistent with the direction of the Master Land Use 
Plan.  The density and extent of the proposed residential condominium 
development is clearly in conflict with the Plan.  Even though one of the 
staff's proposals for a Plan Amendment would indicate Medium-Density 
Residential use in Rochester Road frontage, such use would certainly not 
be intended to extend one-half mile east from the frontage. 
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2. The PUD provisions state that such an approach   "– – – shall not be 
utilized in situations where the same land use objectives can be 
accomplished by the application of conventional zoning provisions or 
standards."  The proposed uses could apparently be readily implemented 
through the use of conventional zoning provisions or standards. 
 

3.   Among the "Eligibility" provisions of the PUD text is the objective of 
bringing about  "– – – a public improvement, or other facility used by the 
public, which could not otherwise be required, that would further the public 
health, safety and welfare or protect existing or future uses from the 
impacts of the proposed uses."  Mr. Keisling was not aware of any such 
proposed improvement or facility as a part of the proposed development.  

 
4. The staff was concerned about the establishment of an office use in this 

portion of the Rochester Road frontage, considering recent actions to deny 
such zoning in the area to the north along Rochester Road and in the area 
across Rochester Road opposite the center of the Troy Baptist property.   

 
5. The City Council has historically taken the position that alternative  

development approaches,  including additional density, should not be 
used for the purpose of "preserving" a natural feature area which would be 
preserved in any event without such an action (wetlands, flood plain, etc.) 
 

Andrew Milia, one of the partners in the proposed development, was present 
along with representatives of the Troy Baptist Church and Robertson Brothers 
Company.  He introduced Doug Schmidt, Pastor of the Troy Baptist Church, who 
summarized the 52-year history of that Church in Troy and, in particular, their 
growth during his involvement there over the past decade.  He also commented 
on their search for a site, and their desire to remain in Troy.   

 
Paul Robertson Jr., President of Robertson Brothers Company, was present 
along with Jim Jehle and Jim Clarke, of Robertson Brothers.  He noted that their 
history in Troy is just 50 years in length, and that they have looked for a good site 
for quite some time for an "Adams Woods" or "Heathers" type of project.  They 
made proposals for developments in the area of the City's proposed golf course 
in Section 1 and the Civic Center, but the City chose not to have anyone proceed 
with those projects.  He then proceeded to describe the proposed development in 
conjunction with Troy Baptist Church, noting that the Rochester Road frontage is 
not a good residential location.  They have therefore proposed an office site to 
buffer the Church from the Alibi Restaurant to the north and to buffer their 
proposed residential development from Rochester Road.  He felt that a Planned 
Unit Development would be the best way to implement a development such as 
that proposed.  They are attempting to acquire the remaining lots on the north 
side of Lovell so that they can expand the residential condominium portion of the 
project.  He then summarized the nature of the proposed condominium 
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development.  He noted that if adequate area is available for residential 
construction, they would be able to minimize filling of the flood plain area.   

 
In response to Mr. Storrs questions, Mr. Robertson commented that he felt that 
they had a  90% chance of being able to assemble the remainder of the lots 
along the north side of the platted Lovell Street right-of-way.  The present 
concept plan indicates approximately 104 condominium units.  In response to Mr. 
Reece's question, Mr. Robertson commented that if they were able to expand the 
site, and could construct approximately 150 units, they could potentially include a 
clubhouse and pool in the proposed development.  In response to Mr. Kramer's 
question as to why the PUD provisions would fit a development such as that 
proposed, Mr. Robertson stated that the provisions provide development 
flexibility, provide more control for the City, and enable a positive development 
for this unique 80-acre site with it's extensive flood plain and wetland areas, etc.  
He further noted that his company has done approximately five or six PUD type 
developments.  In response to Mr. Reece's question regarding the seating 
capacity of the proposed church complex, Pastor Schmidt indicated that a 
capacity of 1500 was proposed at this time.  Mr. Chamberlain felt that the 
Commission should look at why a PUD would work in this area, rather than why it 
would not work.  He recognized that the proposed office use could lead to more 
office use in this area, but felt that the overall result would be a win-win situation.  
At the close of the Commission's discussion, in response to an inquiry from the 
Chairman, the Commission members generally indicated their support for using 
the PUD provisions at this location. 

 



 

 

Date: August 7, 2002 
 
To: The Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 
From: John Szerlag, City Manager 
 Gary Shripka, Assistant City Manager/Services 
 William R. Need, Public Works Director 
 
Re: Announcement of Public Hearing - Community Development Block Grant 
(CDBG) Re-programming of Year 2001 and 2002 Funds 
 
A Public Hearing is scheduled for September 9, 2002 where it will be requested 
to re-program 2001 and 2002 funds as detailed below. 
 
2002 Funds - We are requesting permission to add the Creston Road paving 
project to our 2002 CDBG list of projects.  The project was initiated after the 2002 
application was submitted, so it was not approved with the initial list of projects.  
Two residents have come forth and do qualify for CDBG funds.  The requested 
funds would be transferred from the Administration account, which after the re-
programming, would have $3,266.66 available: a sufficient amount for one fiscal 
year.  
 
Existing (From): 
Account # Activity Description Amount 
2328 Administration $6,733.34 
 
Proposed (To): 
Account # Activity Description Amount 
3616 Special Assessment $6,733.34 
 
2001 Funds – All 2001 projects have been completed with the exception of 
Section 36 Flood Drain Improvements.  This last fiscal year, our home chore 
program cost $5,899.20 more than we had available, so we are requesting that 
funds be re-programmed to cover the balance.  We currently have no waiting list 
for the home chore program.  Everyone who has requested to be put on the 
program is being serviced.  All remaining funds for 2001 would be re-
programmed into Flood Drain Improvements. 
 
Existing (From): 
Account # Activity Description Amount 
2328 Administration $8,683.11 
3616 Special Assessment $22,231.61 
 
Proposed (To): 
Account # Activity Description Amount 
3384 Public Services – CDBG $5,746.20 
2696 Flood Drain Improvements $25,168.52 
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August 13, 2002 
 
 
 
TO:      The Honorable Mayor and City Council 
   
FROM:  John Szerlag, City Manager 
 
SUBJECT:  I-75 Corridor Oakland County Planning/Environmental Study 
   Meeting on July 30, 2002 
 
 
This memo is intended to provide a brief summary of the aforementioned project.  This 
project is now in the environmental study phase.  A brief history of the project is also 
provided in this memo.  There was a meeting of the I-75 Council on July 30, 2002 that 
Mayor Pryor and Councilwoman Beltramini attended, and two more meetings are 
scheduled, a public meeting on August 21 and a scoping meeting on August 29.  Though 
transit has been established not to eliminate the need for an additional lane in the 
feasibility study and in the planning / environmental study, transit advocates feel that this 
study be delayed with more consideration to be given to transit.  It should be noted that 
any delays in this study might result in a very long delay to the widening project.  This may 
also affect Troy’s I-75/Crooks/Long Lake interchange improvement project.  The 
interchange project has been delayed over the past 14 years due to various reasons such 
as; I-75 does not have enough capacity, and the addition of the Square Lake connector 
should be part of the project.  These concerns have been resolved, but right of way 
funding is still an issue that needs to be addressed. 
 
On August 29th, the scope of the environmental study will be discussed.  It is crucial that 
City Council support City Management’s 2001 position that transit alternatives are viable 
in the region but has very little impact on congestion that occurs on I-75 in Oakland 
County.  In addition, the environmental study has already given transit alternatives a 
thorough analysis, so this study should now look at other important environmental issues.  
It should also be noted that funding sources and related issues are all different for transit, 
and the I-75 project may not compete with any transit projects or their funding.  . 
 
Brief history of the project: 
 
February 17, 1998 – I-75 Corridor meeting held at Auburn Hills 

This was the first meeting attended by MDOT, a majority of local policymakers and 
managements, business owners, and county officials along I-75.  Discussions included 
the high level of congestion on I-75 that is forcing many businesses to think of 
alternative locations out of this area and out of state. 
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April 2, 1998 

Different subcommittees meet regularly to discuss a plan for alleviating congestion on I-
75.  Troy was represented in two of the three committees.  These committees looked at 
funding, infrastructure, and alternative transportation. 

 
November 17, 1998 

Troy City Council met with MDOT to discuss several transportation issues.  The I-75 
Crooks/Long Lake interchange improvement was assured not to be affected by the I-75 
corridor study.  Troy City Council reiterated to MDOT the much-needed improvements to 
I-75, which may be additional lanes on the freeway. 

 
November – December 1998 

Requests for proposals for an I-75 corridor study that will look at ways to reduce 
congestion on I-75 in Oakland County, funded by MDOT, SEMCOG and TIA. 

 
Early 1999 - Selection of a consultant for the study 

Troy was represented in the seven-member selection committee.  The Corradino group 
that has performed similar studies on I-75 was selected as the consultant. 

 
May 1999 – A steering committee is selected to work with the consultant 

Troy represented local communities in this committee that provided direction and quality 
control for the project (other members – FHWA, MDOT, RCOC, SEMCOG, SMART). 

 
June 1999 – November 2000 – Consultant performs the study 

A series of public meetings all along the I-75 corridor in Oakland County were had and 
comments and suggestions were incorporated in the study.  Final report was published 
in November 2000.  The study analyzed alternatives such as: 

a.  Intelligent transportation improvements 
b.  Non I-75 roadway improvements 
c. Transit 
d. Telecommunicating and transportation demand management 
e. Improvements to I-75 (lane additions, High occupancy lane, interchange 

improvements, collector-distributor sheet, double-decking freeway etc.). 

The findings and conclusions of the study showed that due to the demographics and use 
patterns along I-75, transit will not be a solution to reduce congestion on I-75.   
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Following were the conclusions and recommendations. 

a. Adding one lane in each direction to provide four (4) lanes in each direction. 
b. Consider interchange improvements at I-696, 12 Mile, 14 Mile,  Rochester,  

Long Lake/Crooks, Sashabaw, and Dixie Highway 
c. Arterial improvements – 35% of all arterial projects recommended were in 

Troy and a good portion of the same are already programmed 
d. Upgrade traffic signals to coordinated and adaptive systems and utilize 

intelligent transportation systems. 
 
July 2000 

Troy City Council notes and files the I-75 corridor study recommendations and passes 
resolution that due consideration be given to noise barriers along residential sections 
when I-75 is widened. 

 
January 2001 

Troy City council notes and files memo from management not to pass resolution in 
support of a transit group.  Management position was to encourage studying alternate 
transportation methods. However, management was not in support for any initiatives 
that will impede the progress of the lane additions on I-75. 

  
June – July 2001  

Thanks to the efforts of local communities, SEMCOG, TIA, and MDOT, the early 
preliminary engineering for the I-75 widening project was funded and an RFP was put 
out for the Planning and Environmental Study. 

 
Fall 2001 

The Schutt & Company and the Corradino group were awarded the 
Planning/Environmental study (2 year) contract for the I-75 corridor improvements. 

 
Spring 2002  

I-75 Council formed with representatives of communities along I-75 between 8 Mile 
Road and M-59, Troy is represented in this Council. 

 



 

May 22, 2002 – First I-75 Council Meeting 

Though Transit alternatives were analyzed in the earlier study and determined not to 
eliminate the need for an additional lane on I-75, the consultant will revisit transit 
impacts. 
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July 30, 2002 – I-75 Council Meeting 

Consultant presents computer models on the effect of transit on I-75 congestion.  The 
conclusion was that though transit may help some, it will not eliminate the need for an 
additional lane on I-75. 

 

Please note that Traffic Engineer John Abraham is the City Management’s contact person 
for this project.  Please contact John or I should you have any questions / need more 
information. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 











 

 

  8/15/2002 
 
TO:  MAYOR AND MEMBERS OF CITY COUNCIL 

FROM: JOHN SZERLAG, CITY MANAGER 
LORI GRIGG BLUHM, CITY ATTORNEY 

  GARY SHRIPKA, ASSISTANT CITY MANAGER 
  JOHN ABRAHAM, TRAFFIC ENGINEER 
  MARK MILLER, PLANNING DIRECTOR 
 
RE:  RHODE ISLAND ESTATES SITE CONDOMINIUM  

  
As you may recall, Victor DeFlorio of D & G Development and Construction 

Co. LLC submitted a site plan for the Proposed Rhode Island Estates Site 
Condominium.  Mr. DeFlorio assembled 3.65 acres by purchasing the back portions  
of five parcels that fronted on Orpington Road.  He does not have a parcel with 
frontage on either Orpington Road or Big Beaver Road.  Therefore, the development 
must utilize the dedicated 50 foot right of way (Rhode Island), as indicated on the 
plat.  The site plan, as submitted and revised by the Planning Commission, located 
the access from Orpington Drive.  However, one of the residents of Orpington Drive 
was vehemently opposed to the perceived additional traffic that would result from 
interconnection.  As a result, City Council modified the site plan that was 
recommended by the Planning Commission, and passed a resolution  that required  
access to Big Beaver Road, again utilizing the 50 foot right of way, as dedicated in 
the plat.   

 
Under either development scenario, Mr. DeFlorio is obligated to provide the 

required 60 foot of right of way to build a standard road.  The City’s development 
standards require 60 feet of right of way to accommodate a 28 foot wide road, with 
five foot sidewalks on both sides of the road.  This 60 feet also allows sufficient room 
for the location of necessary utilities, without locating utilities under the paved road.  
The installation of sidewalks within a 50 foot right of way would bring the sidewalks 
five feet closer to the road edge, which raises some concerns about the safety of 
pedestrian traffic (as previously discussed).   
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The approved site plan (attached) details this 60 foot right of way requirement.   
Therefore, it was assumed by Administration that the developer would acquire the 
necessary additional right of way before final plan approval.  Although the acquisition 
of easements, as opposed to acquiring the necessary right of way was discussed 
with the developer, the circumstances of this development were distinguishable from 
other locations where this option was permitted.  This option was premature, 
however, until the developer had exhausted all means of obtaining the necessary 
right of way.     

 
The option of obtaining a sidewalk waiver was also discussed, and the 

petitioner therefore submitted an application to the Traffic Committee.  The Traffic 
Committee expressed reservation about the ability to grant such a waiver, when the 
developer did not actually own the property where the sidewalk would be required to 
be located. However, they granted a six month waiver of the sidewalk requirement, 
and referred the matter to the City Attorney’s Office for review.  Upon review, it was 
the opinion of the City Attorney’s Office that only property owners can request a 
waiver of the sidewalk ordinance.   This is true, since the sidewalk waiver process 
requires security for future installation of the sidewalk, and such security is tied to the 
property.  Upon information and belief, Mr. DeFlorio has not obtained concurrence 
with the property owners.  Instead, he has approached several different members of 
Administration, asking for relief without involving said property owners.   

 
It is Administration’s position, as taken from City Council direction, to require  

sidewalks to provide for the safety and security of pedestrian traffic.  Our 
development standards require sidewalks to be installed for all new residential 
development, and variances should only be granted in limited instances where the 
topography makes installation difficult.  This is especially true for this proposed 
development, since the school bus stop will be located on Big Beaver Road, and 
sidewalk access to the bus stop is strongly encouraged.   

 
Absent further direction from City Council, Administration will require the 

developer to procure all necessary right of way.  Other alternatives that the developer 
may choose to explore would require the property owners to apply for a sidewalk 
variance or having the property owners grant an easement for the required sidewalks 
and utilities.  If these options are not acceptable, then Council can direct City 
Management to present potential amendments to the development standards and/or 
ordinances that would modify the requirements for all future development.  This is 
certainly not a preferred option, since it weakens the City’s ability to require 
conformance with our development standards when we amend our standards to 
accommodate a particular development.   This could be true for all development 
standards, and not necessarily limited to our road standards.       

  
If you have any questions concerning the above, please let us know.   
 



August 14, 2002 
 
 
 

TO:   The Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 
FROM:  John Szerlag, City Manager 
 
SUBJECT:  City-owned Property 
 
 
 
At the request of Council Member David Eisenbacher, attached you will find a 
listing of all City-owned property as well as an accompanying map. 
 
As always, please call should you have any questions. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
JS/mr\AGENDA ITEMS\2002\City-owned Property 
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August 7, 2002 
 
TO:  The Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 
FROM: John Szerlag, City Manager 
  John M. Lamerato, Assistant City Manager / Finance and Administration 

Jeanette Bennett, Purchasing Director 
 
RE:  Report and Communication - 

Standard Purchasing Resolution 8 – Best Value Contract Awards - 
 

PURPOSE 
 
In an effort to assist City Council in their review of repetitive agenda items, staff has 
established standard purchasing resolutions. Therefore, Standard Purchasing Resolution 8 
– Best Value Contract Awards - is our latest resolution recommendation.   
 
Best value awards have been presented by staff and approved by the City Council over the 
last few years.  It should be noted that the highest “rated” bidder is recommended for award 
and not necessarily the low bidder using this approach.  Staff has not received any 
questions or comments concerning the “best value” process and has accepted this as 
affirmation of the process.   On the August 5, 2002 Agenda, another best value award for 
photographic services was presented on the Consent Agenda and your concurrence with 
the award has resulted in staff forwarding Standard Purchasing Resolution 8, Best Value 
Contract Award.    
 
STANDARD PURCHASING RESOLUTION 8:    Best Value Contract Awards  
 

RESOLVED, that a ___year contract, to provide __________ is 
hereby awarded to ______________, the highest scoring bidder, as 
a result of a Best Value process which the Troy City Council 
determines as being in the public interest at an estimated cost of 
$____________ annually, at unit prices contained in the bid 
tabulation opened ____________, a copy of which shall be attached 
to the original minutes of this meeting. 
 
SAMPLE COMPLETED RESOLUTION: 
 
RESOLVED, that a two year contract to provide photographic services is hereby 
awarded to Laura McGuire Photography, the highest scoring bidder, as a result of a 
Best Value process which the Troy City Council determines as being in the public 
interest at an estimated cost of $21,050.00 annually, at unit prices contained in the 
bid tabulation opened July 17, 2002, a copy of which shall be attached to the 
original minutes of this meeting. 

 
Please let us know if you have any questions. 
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August 14, 2002 
 
 
 
 
 
TO:  The Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 
FROM: John Szerlag, City Manager 

Gary A. Shripka, Assistant City Manager/Services 
 

SUBJECT: Update – Section 1 Golf Course Tree Removal 
 
 
 
At the August 5, 2002 meeting, Council requested that staff notify residents of the trees to 
be removed to accommodate the proposed golf course.  Additionally, staff was directed to 
inform Council of related concerns from people responding. 
 
To date we have one request to visit the site, Mary Bogash, and one  resident came in to 
review the aerial photos. 
 
We will advise Council on Monday, August 19, 2002, of any additional concerns. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
G:\MY DOCUMENTS\Shripka, Gary\2002\Council Memos\081402 - Memo_M & CC re Update Section 1 Golf Course Tree Removal.doc 
/klc 
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August 14, 2002 
 

Jack Nixon 
1035 Milverton 
Troy, MI  48083 
 
Regarding: Petition to Stop Mowing Milverton Park Property 

South of the Spencer Drain 
 
Dear Jack: 
 
I’m in receipt of your petition to have the City cease mowing property 
south of the Spencer Drain, and will accommodate your request at this 
time.  Most of the area south of the drain contains wetlands and 
natural features worth preserving.  Thus any future development 
would be considered “passive” recreation such as a trail system. 
 
In any event, the Parks and Recreation Department will get input from 
adjacent residents relative to any possible future development of this 
park prior to making a recommendation to City Council.  Until such 
time, we will suspend our mowing schedule south of the drain. 
 
As always, please feel free to contact me should you have any 
questions. 
 
Very truly yours, 
 
 
 
John Szerlag, 
City Manager 
 
JS/mr 
 
c: Mayor and Council 
 Petitioners on Milverton 
 Gary A. Shripka 
 Carol Anderson 
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